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M  DCC  XCIV. 


PREFACE. 


As  the  aweful  fubjeft  of  the  en- 
fuing  pages  is  fo  very  important  and  in- 
terefting,  it  is  hoped  the  reader  will 
not  interpret  them  as  if  written  with  a 
view  to  a  trial  of  fkill,  or  in  order  to 
provoke  a  literary  combat.  Their  ob- 
je6l  is  far  otherwife.  It  is,  if  poffible, 
to  reconcile  the  jarring  and  difcordant 
opinions  of  Chriflians,  that  they  may 
all  unite,  and  think  one  and  the  fame 
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thing,  concerning  the  perfon  of  Him 
to  whom  they  muft  owe  their  falva- 
tion. 

In  the  New  Teftament  it  is  a  moft 
certain  truth,  that  the  term  Ssog  is  re- 
peatedly and  decidedly  applied  to  Je- 
sus Christ;  and,  therefore,  according 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Teftament, 
he  muft  be  what  Oboc  iignifies.  It  is' 
repeatedly  and  decidedly  alfo  the  doc- 
trine of  the  New  Teftament,  that  Je- 
sus Christ  is  fubordinate,  afting  by 
delegation,  according  to  the  will  of  the 
Father ;  and,  therefore,  how  is  this  to 
be  reconciled  with  his  being  what  Ssog 
fignifies  ? 

The 
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The  difficulty  here  has  appeared  to 
be  fo  very  great,  that  various  means 
have  been  purfued  in  order  to  re- 
move it. 

On  the  one  part,  it  has  been  boldly 
affirmed  by  fome,  that  the  term  Ssog  is 
never  directly  applied  to  Jesus  Christ  ; 
and  by  others  of  the  fame  party,  but 
with  lefs  confidence,  that,  when  it  is  fo 
applied,  it  is  not  in  that  fenfe  in  which 
it  is  applied  to  the  Father. 

On  the  other  part,  it  has  been  urged, 
that  the  term  ©sog  is  certainly  and  di- 
reftly  applied  to  Jesus  Christ,  and 
that  he,  therefore,  is  what  0£o;  figni- 

ties ; 
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fies;  and  that  the  fubordinatlon,  dele- 
gation, commiffion,  &c.  under  which 
he  is  faid  to  a6l,  is  only  fpoken  of  him 
as  he  is  man,  but  never  as  he  is  God 
and  Man. 

Are  not  both  thefe  parties  liable  to 
be  objecSlcd  to,  as  purfuing  a  wrong 
mode  of  removing  the  difficulty?  The 
former,  in  order  to  remove  it,  denies 
the  Divinity;  the  latter  denies,  or  ex- 
plains away,  the  fubordinatlon ;  but  the 
New  Teftament  affirms  both  the  Divi- 
nity and  the  fubordlnation.  The  mat- 
ter, therefore,  to  be  enquired  into  is^ 
Can  thefe,  according  to  the  do6lrine  of 
the  NewTcftament,  be  compatible  with 
each  other?  Denying, or  explaining  away 

either 
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either  the  one  or  other  is  not  removing 
the  difficulty  or  anfwering  the  queftion. 
The  queftion  can  only  be  anfvvered  by 
fhewing  how  the  Divinity  and  the  fub- 
ordination,  which  are  affirmed  in  the 
New  Teftament,  are  compatible  with 
each  other. 

If  what  I  have  fuggefted  in  the  fol- 
lowing pages  concerning  the  Jiliation  is 
admiffible,  I  think  the  queftion  is  ef- 
fe6lually  anfwered;  and  the  Divinity 
and  the  fubordination  will  appear  not 
only  to  be  compatible  with  each  other, 
but  neceiTary  and  unavoidable.  But  I 
dare  not  aflert,  till  it  has  undergone 
farther  examination,  that  the  fuggeftion 
is  liable  to  no  objeilion.  It  may,  al- 
though 
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though  at  prefent  I  do  not  perceive 
them,  be  liable  to  infuperable  objec- 
tions ;  and,  in  that  cafe,  I  have  only  to 
wifh,  that  good  and  learned  men  would 
apply  their  thoughts  to  the  confidera- 
tion  of  this  important  queftion,  to  the 
intent,  that  it  may  be  anfwered  fo  as 
to  be  liable  to  no  objeftion. 

One  objection,  doubtlefs,  v^ill  be 
made  to  what  I  have  fuggefled,  and  a 
very  ferious  one  it  is  :  That,  if  admit- 
ted, it  will  tend  to  make  a  variation  in 
a  creed,  which  is  fupported  by  the  ve- 
nerable fanilion  of  a  numerous  feries  of 
ages,  and,  of  courfe,  to  difturb  and  un- 
fcttle  the  minds  of  many  good  men  on 
the  fubjecl  of  their  faith. 

To 
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To  this  perhaps  it  may  be  anfwered, 
that,  even  admitting  the  truth  of  my 
fuggeftion,  there  will  be  no  occafion 
for  expunging  any  article  in  the  received 
creed.  The  article,  "  Begotten  of  his 
^'  Father  before  all  worlds,"  may  liiil 
remain,  if  interpreted  in  a  fenfe  which 
it  may  well  admit. 

Eternity  is  an  icjea  that  is  neceflarily 
annexed  to  all  the  anions  of  the  Eter- 
nal Being ;  and,  therefore,  in  the  Eter- 
nal Mind,  it  may  moft  truly  be  faid  of 
our  Lord,  that  he  was  begotten  of  the 
Father  before  all  worlds  ;  confequently, 
if  interpreted  in  this  fenfe,  in  which 
only  fenfe  the  article  feems  to  be  true, 
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no  alteration  will  be  neceflary  In  the 
creed,  and  things  may  remain  in  their 
prefent  ftate  without  the  hazard  of  gi- 
ving  offence  to  any. 

The  texts  and  arguments  urged  In 
the  following  pages  are,  It  muft  be  con- 
feffed,  many  of  them  fuch  as  have  been 
repeatedly  urged  by  others,  and,  therefore, 
of  courfe,  will  by  fome  men  be  turned 
over  with  a  difdalnful  and  faftidlous 
twirl.  Others  of  them,  I  believe,  are 
new,  and  fuch  as  have  not  occurred 
before  ;  but,  then,  on  account  of  their 
novelty,  they  muft  wear  a  fufpicious 
appearance.  Let  them  not  however  be 
rejecSled  merely  on  account  of  their  no- 
velty ;   but  let  them  be  brought  to  the 
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teft,  and  undergo  a  fcrupulous  exami- 
nation, and  then,  if  they  are  really  found 
to  be  erroneous,  the  Author  himfelf 
will  join  with  the  reft  of  the  Chriftian 
world  in  rejecting  them. 
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NEW    TESTAMENT, 

IN   PROOF   OF  THE 

DIVINITY  OF  THE  SON  OF  GOD. 


It  is  a  truth  which,  moll  probably,  will  not 
be  controverted,  that  Chriftians  have  a  revealed  law, 
by  which  they  are  to  be  determined  in  their  religious 
principles  and  moral  pra6lices;  that  this  law  is 
particularly  contained  in  the  writinp:s  of  the  New 
Teftament,  which  have  been  delivered  down  to  us 
by  our  forefathers,  from  the  days  of  the  Evangelift^ 
and  Apoftles  by  whom  they  were  written,  and  in  the 
fame  language,  except  St.  Matthew's  Gofpei,  in 
which  they  were  written ;  that,  in  governing  them- 
felves  by  this  revested  law,  they  are  to  abide  by  the 
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terms  In  which  it  is  delivered  to  them,  without 
wrefting  them  from  the  plain  determinate  fenfe  whick 
they  prefent  to  us ;  and  that  therefore  where  diffi- 
culties occur,  fuch  as  human  reafon  is  not  compe- 
tent to  difcufs,  "  So  it  is  written"  muft  be  the  an- 
Iwer  to  them  ;  and  faith  muft  receive  thofe  things 
which  are  impoffible  with  men,  and  yet  poffible  with 
God.  Thus,  if  the  proper  Divinity  of  Jesus 
Christ  is  delivered  in  terms  as  expreffible  of  it  as- 
the  terms  whereby  his  human  nature  is  expreffed  are 
expreffible  of  his  human  nature,  whate^^er  difficul- 
ties may  attend  us  in  the  conception  of  it,  they  muft 
all  yield  to  "  So  it  is  written."  For,  if  it  is  fo  writ- 
ten, of  no  avail  will  be  all  the  fiouriflies  of  human 
reafon,  while  it  attempts  to  explain  away  what  is 
written  into  that  which  is  not.  "  What  I  have 
*'  written,  faid  Pilate,  when  he  ftyled  Jesus  the 
*' King  of  the  Jews,  I  have  written;"  and  therefore 
it  admitted  of  no  palliative  or  alteration,  much  lefs 
will  any  thing  admit  of  palliatives  which  is  written 
by  the  finger  of  God. 

It  is  written  in  the  New  Teftament,  that  Jesus  is 
the  Son  of  Man.  The  terms  are  plain  and  unequi- 
vocal; and  hence  we  all  conclude,  that  Jesus  was 
a  Man.  That  our  conclufion  is  a  legitimate  one, 
and  certain,  we  have  full  proof  from  what  the  Scrip- 
ture farther  tells  us  concerning  him,  that  he  was 
hungry,  and  thirfty,  and  weary,  and  afflidled,  and 
tempted;  that  he  wept;  that  he  was  in  an  agony  j 

that 
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that  he  had  all  the  feelings  of  a  man  (without  lift) ; 
and  that  he  died  upon  the  crofs,  and  was  buried. 
Hereby,  then,  v/e  are  moft  certainly  aflured,  that 
we  do  not  mifinterpret  the  terms  Son  of  Man,  when 
we  affirm,  that  therefore  he  was  really  and  truly  a 
man,  like  as  we  are,  although  without  fm. 

But  the  New  Teftament  farther  tells  us,  that  Je- 
sus was  the  Son  of  God,  the  Son  of  the  Moft  High 
God,  the  Son  of  the  Living  God,  z^pccTOToy.og,  jxo- 
voysvYis,  &c.  therefore  we  conclude,  as  the  terms  arc 
as  plain  and  unequivocal  as  the  foregoing,  when  he 
is  ftyled  Son  of  Man,  that  he  is  God  ;  and  our  con- 
clulion  feems  to  be  as  legitimate  and  juft :  for,  if 
there  is  any  thing  certain  in  language,  it  is,  that  a 
fon  hath  the  nature  of  that  of  wdiich  it  is  the  fon  : 
thus  the  fon  of  man  hath  the  nature  of  man,  and 
therefore  is  man ;  in  like  manner,  the  fon  of  God 
hath  the  nature  of  God,  and  therefore  is  God  ;  for, 
if  it  is  otherwife,  So?i,  in  the  terms  Son  of  God,  muft 
fionify  differently  from  what  it  lignifies  in  the  terms 
Son  of  Man  ;  and,  indeed,  differently  from  what  it 
does  upon  every  other  occafion  on  v/hich  it  is  ufed. 
As  the  reafoning  is  valid  and  unexceptionable  when 
it  is  faid^  "  That  which  is  born  of  the  iiefli  is  fielh, 
*«  and  that  which  is  born  of  the  Spirit  is  fpirit;"  fo 
it  is  valid  and  unexceptionable  when  v/e  fay,  "  That 
"  which  is  the  fon  of  man  is  man,  and  that  which  is 
*«  the  fon  of  God  is  God."  Every  one  acknow- 
ledges, that  in  the  iignification  of  the  word  Son  rie- 
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cefTarily  is  implied  fubordination  and  fubjec^ion  to 
the  will  of  the  father ;  but,  if  what  is  implied  in  the 
word  in  one  inftance  is  acknowledged,  why  not  in 
the  other  ?  If  it  is  allowed  that  the  word  Son  necef- 
farily  implies  fubordination  to  the  father;  and  it 
certainly  in  its  lignification  does  imply  as  much ;  why 
is  it  not  to  be  allowed  to  im.ply  identity  of  nature, 
which  it  certainly  does  imply,  and  in  a  degree  much 
ftronger  ?  for,  the  identity  of  nature  is  of  necelTity, 
whereas  the  fubordination  is  only  by  condition  and 
circumllance.  I  meddle  not  with  the  artificial  glofles 
by  which  men  endeavour  to  make  the  word  Son  nor 
to  lignify  in  the  terms  "  Son  of  God"  what  it  evi- 
dently does  lignify,  if  we  are  to  be  governed  by  the 
conftant  ufage  of  the  word  in  every  language  under 
heaven:  fufficient  is  it  to  fay,  that  Jesus  is  abfo- 
lutely  declared,  in  the  New  Teftament,  to  be  the 
Son  of  God  ;  and  that,  in  no  one  inilance  whatever, 
is  there  any  where  a  fmgle  fyllable  added  to  it,  when 
he  is  fo  called,  to  qualify  the  terms,  as  if  they 
were  not  to  be  interpreted  in  that  fenfe  which  fo  ob- 
vioully  belongs  to  them. 

But  if  Jesus  is  called  the  Son  of  God,  and  w& 
are  not  miftaken  in  our  conclulion  from  it,  that 
therefore  he  is  God,  then  will  the  Sacred  Writings 
afford  as  clear  evidence  to  the  truth  of  this  conclu- 
lion as  they  do  to  the  truth  of  the  conclulion  that 
he  is  man  becaufe  he  is  the  fon  of  man.  The  Scrip- 
tures 
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turcs  certainly  do  afford  this  evidence,  as  Ihall  be 
exemplified.     Matt.  xi.  2,7. 

"  All  things  are  delivered  unto  me  of  my  Father: 
''  and  no  man  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father . 
**  neither  knoweth  any  man  the  Father  but  the  Son, 
*^  and  he  to  whomfoever  the  Son  fhall  reveal  him." 

In  this  tranflation  «k'$  fhould  have  been  rendered 
no  one,  and  the  meaning  of  the  word  STriyivMo-KSi  is 
not  properly  exprelTed.  The  Englifli  word  knoweth 
is  a  very  indeterminate  exprefiion,  is  applicable 
to  any  merely  perfonal,  any  partial,  imperfedl, 
knowledge  ;  but  STriyLVMc-Koo  figniiies  an  intimate  de- 
terminate knowledge  of  the  fubjecSt,  Luke  confirms 
to  us  the  truth  of  this  interpretation ;  for,  recording 
the  fame  thing  as  St.  Matthew,  his  words  are, 
'*  Ovh^ig  yivooa-Kst  Tig  igiv  0  viog  n  jj.-/]  0  'tsr ar^j^'  xui  Tig  sgiv 
*'  0  wocr^p"  &c.  Luke  x.  2,2.  No  one  knoweth 
'*  who  the  Son  is  but  the  Father,  and  who  the  Fa- 
"  ther  is  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  fhall 
**  reveal  him."  St.  Luke  ufes  the  word  yivooa-xH 
without  the  prepolition,  but,  by  fubjoining  zig  to  it, 
conveys  as  ftrongly  to  us  the  fame  idea  as  with  the 
prepolition. 

This  paffage,  then,  plainly  and  determinately  de- 
clares, that  the  Son  of  God  is  God  ;  for,  he  is  as  in- 
comprehenfible  as  the  Father,  being  equally  un- 
known to  every  one  as  the  Father  is. 

B  3  His 
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His  knowledge  alfo  is  as  the  Father's;  for,  in 
whatever  degree  the  Father  knoweth  the  Son,  in  the 
fame  degree  the  Son  knoweth  the  Father ;  a  know- 
ledge which  no  other  being  hath,  except  the  perfon 
to  whom  the  Son  fhall  be  pleafed  to  reveal  him.  St. 
John  (x.  15.)  records  our  Lord's  words  thus: 
'^  As  the  Father  knoweth  me,  even  fo  know  I  the 
"Father."  So  far  therefore  we  are  juftiiied  in  our 
idea,  that  the  Son  of  God  is  God,  becaufe  he  is  as 
incomprehenlible  as  God,  and  becaufe  he  hath  that 
knowledge  w'hich  pertaineth  to  God  alone  :  and,  as 
we  know  the  fon  of  man  is  man,  becaufe  he  had  the 
infirmities.of  man,  fo  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God 
is  God,  becaufe  he  hath  the  exclulive  perfedlions  of 
God. 

I  am  aware  of  the  objeftion  which  will  be  urged, 
that  the  words  preceding  the  pafiage  under  conlide- 
ration  intimate  to  us  that  he  is  inferior  to  God  ;  for, 
it  is  faid,  "  All  things  are  delivered  to  me  of  my  Fa- 
*'  ther." 

The  v/eight  of  this  objecStion  is  more  in  appearance 
than  in  reality.  For,  our  Saviour  had  a  double  cha- 
rafter  to  fuftain :  he  was  to  evidence  to  the  world 
that  he  v.'as  the  fon  of  man,  and  that  he  was  the  Son 
of  God;  and  therefore  he  was  to  take  care,  in  his 
declarations,  that  the  hearers  fhould  not  lofe  fight 
of  cith-  r  characfter.  Hence  when  he  had  faid  *'  All 
**  tilings  are  delivered  to  me  of  my  Father,"  which 

might 
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might  imply  inferiority  to  the  Father,  and  which 
was  true  of  him  as  he  was  the  fon  of  man,  and  alfo 
in  refpeA  of  his  filiation,  he  immediately  fubjoins 
what  was  declarative  of  his  being  the  Son  of  God, 
and  of  liis  participating  in  the  Divine  Nature  with  the 
Father.  Thus,  alfo,  when  he  has  faid  any  thing  ex- 
preilive  only  of  his  being  the  Son  of  God,  and  of 
his  having  the  Divine  Nature,  he  frequently  fubjoins 
fomething  to  dire6l  the  attention  to  his  being  the 
Ion  of  man  alfo.  A  moft  remarkable  inftance  we 
have  of  this  Matt.  xxvi.  63,  64.  "I  adjure  thee 
'^  (faith  the  high  prieft)  by  the  living  God,  that 
*^  thou  tell  us,  whether  thou  be  the  Christ,  the 
**  Son  of  God.  Jesus  faith  unto  him.  Thou  haft 
*'  faid.  Neverthelefs  I  fay  unto  you.  Hereafter  fhall 
*^  ye  fee  the  Son  of  Man  litting  on  the  right  hand  of 
*' power,  and  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven:" 
where  the  attention  is  diredled  as  well  to   his  beino- 

to         ,  .  ^ 

the  fon  of  man  as  -sf-his  being  the  Son  of  God.  At 
his  transfiguration,  a  voice  came  from  Heaven, 
which  faid,  *'  This  is  my  beloved  Son,  in  whom  I 
"  am  well  pleafed."  The  difciples  who  were  with 
him  heard  it;  but,  when  he  was  come  down  from 
the  mount,  he  diredled  their  attention  towards  the  fuf- 
ferings  which  he  was  to  undergo  as  the  fon  of  man. 
When  Peter  had  confeffed  him,  "  that  he  was  the 
"  Christ  the  Son  of  the  living  God,"  after  havino- 
approved  of  his  confefTion,  he,  in  like  manner,  ad- 
monifhes  them  of  the  fufFerings  he  w^as  to  undergo 
at  Jerufalem,    Matt.  xvi.     And  fo  in   a  variety  of 
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®ther  inftances.  The  obje6lIon  therefore  above  re- 
ferred to  is  of  no  manner  of  validity.  Written  it 
moft  certainly  is,  that  "  No  one  knoweth  the  Son 
"  but  the  Father;  and- that  no  one  knoweth  the  Fa- 
"  ther  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  fhall 
"  reveal  him."  And  therefore,  if  we  believe  what 
is  written  to  be  a  divine  revelation,  we  muft  believe 
that  the  Son  of  God  is  God  ;  becaufe  it  is  here  re- 
vealed, that  he  hath  the  perfections  which  belong  to 
God  alone,  that  is,  he  hath  the  knowledge  of  God, 
and  is  as  incomprehensible  as  God.  But  let  us  pro- 
ceed. 

It  is  written.  Matt,  xviii.  i8.  "  Verily  I  fay  unto 
*^  you,  whatfoever  ye  fhall  bind  "upon  earth  fhall  be 
*'  bound  in  heaven  ;  and  whatfoever  ye  fhall  loofe 
''  upon  earth  fhall  be  loofed  in  heaven."  Thefe 
■words  are  authoritative;  and  he  that  fpake  them 
muft  have  uncontrolled  power  in  heaven,  otherwife 
'they  vi'ould  be  nugatory.  Egcci  hh[jievcc  sv  too  a^av^y 
are  terms  altogether  unconditional;  they  are  the 
words  of  authority,  ordaining  what  Jhall  be  in  hea- 
ven. But  what  man,  what  angel,  what  being,  of 
ever  fo  exalted  an  order,  can  ordain  what  Jhall  be  in 
heaven  except  God  alonei  But  it  is  the  Son  of  God 
that  hath  ordained  thus,  therefore  the  Son  of  God 
is  God. 

Again;  it  is  written.  Matt.  x.  i.  "And,  when  he 
*<  had  called  unto  him  his  twelve  difciples,  he  gave 

**  them 
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*■*  them  power  againft  unclean  fpirits,  to  caft  them 
*'  out,  and  to  heal  all  manner  of  licknefs,  and  all 
*'  manner  of  difeafe."  Here  Jesus  gives  a  moft  ex- 
traordinary power  to  the  Apoftles,  which  it  v/as  im- 
poffible  he  could  have  given  them  merely  as  he  was 
the  Son  of  Man.  Man  at  that  time  had  no  power 
over  the  fpirits  of  the  invilible  world,  fo  as  by  a 
derivation  from  himfelf  to  devolve  it  upon  others. 
Jesus  had  th°  power  in  himfelf,  as  the  Son  of  God 
could  not  but  have  :  he  commanded  evil  fpirits,  and 
they  obeyed  him.  "  "Wliat  a  word  is  this,  (faid  the 
*'  Jews ;)  for,  with  authority  and  power,  ho.  command- 
**  eth  the  unclean  fpirits,  and  they  come  out !"  Luke 
jv.  2,^, 

Commanding  power,  and  authority  over  the  fpi- 
rits, is  the  prerogative  only  of  the  God  of  Spirits, 
who  alone  hath  the  abfolute  power  of  them,  and 
who  alone  can  communicate  that  power  to  others. 
But  what  faith  the  Son  of  God  ?  He  had  fent  out 
feventy  difciples,  to  whom  he  had  given  power  over 
the  fpirits,  and  they  returned  to  him  with  joy,  fay- 
ing, "  Lord,  even  the  Devils  are  fubjeB  unto  us 
'^  through  thy  name.  And  he  faid  unto  them,  I  be  ^ 
*^  held  Satan  as  lightning  fall  from  heaven.  Behold, 
*'  I  give  unto  you  power  to  tread  on  ferpents  and  fccr- 
*'  pions,  and  over  all  the  power  of  the  enemy,  and 
*^  nothing  fhall,  by  any  means,  hurt  you.  Notwith- 
''  ftanding,  in  this  rejoice  not,  that  the  fpirits  (ra 
*'  lai^ovioc^  foil.)  are  fubje6l  unto  you,"  &c.  Here 
the  power  w^hich  our  Lord  gives  to  his  difciples  evi- 
dently 
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dently  was  his  own.     He  doth  not  fpeak  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Apoftles  afterward,    who  difclainied 
having  reftored  the  impotent  man  by  their  own  power. 
But  he  claims  the  power  as  his  own ;  and  he  exerts  it  as 
his  own.     lla  ^zSwp  v^jav  ty^v  s^ao-iuv:   "  Behold,  I  give 
"you  the  power T  The  Son  of  God  therefore  is  God, 
bccaufe  he  exercifeth  the  power,  and  difpofes  of  it 
as  his  own,  which  appertaineth  to  God   only.     To 
this  properly  may  be  fubjoined  what  is  recorded  by 
St.  Luke,  xi.     Jesus  had  been  cafting  out  a  devil, 
and  it  was  dumb ;  and   it  came  to  pafs,  when  the 
devil  was  gone  out,  the  dumb  man  fpake.    But  fome 
among  thofe  who  had  been  witnefles  of  the  miracle 
faid,    that  he   caft  out   devils   by   Beelzebub,    the 
prince  of  the  devils.      In   anfwer  to   which,  after 
having  fhewn  them  the  extreme  abfurdity  of  fuch  a 
fuppolition,  he  tells  them,  that   he   caft  out  devils 
with  the  finger  of  God,    and  that  the   kingdom  of 
God  was  come  upon  them.     Ei  5;  fv  ^uvjxvK'a)  Qm  m- 
'^aXXco  ICC  "hcLiixoviu,      If  I  by  a  Divine  power,  and  not 
by  exorciling  them  in  the   name  of  God,  as  your 
fons  do,  caji  out  devils,  &c.      St.  Matthew,  xii.  28, 
in  recording  the  fame  thing,  exprelTeth  himfelf  thus ; 
E/  ^£  iyoo  iv  'zsvcVjji.uTi  Q:a  sk^ocKKcaj  tcc  ^cci^ovlu  ;    "  If  I 
^''  by  a  Divine  fpirit   caft   out   devils."      Thefe   are 
itrange  exprefhons  for  a  perfon  who  was   not  God 
himfelf,    lignifying,    as  the   context  moft   ftrongly 
evidences,  that  he  caft  out  devils,  not  by  the  inter- 
vention of  any  medium,  but  by  his  own  direct  power 
as  God  i  cv  QoctUvKi'j  €).-«,   iv  zi^vyu^oc-i  0ia.     Perhaps 

it 
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it  may  be  thought  too  bold  a  tranflation  to  render 
thefe  latter  words  with  the  breath  of  God  ;  but  the 
manner  in  which  Jesus  did  caft  out  devils  feems  to 
juftify  it ;  for,  he  caft  them  out  with  a  word  fpeak- 

ing:   s^i^ocXs  toc  ■z^viVULocra  "koyia* 

Matt.  ix.  Jesus  had  faid  to  the  Paralytic,  *'  Son, 
^"^  be  of  good  cheer,  thy  fins  are  forgiven  thee ;"  but 
the  Scribes  were  offended  at  it,  and  faid,  this  man 
blafphemeth.  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  give  us  the 
reafon  why  they  charged  him  with  blafphemy  for 
having  fo  fpoken.  "  Who  hath  power  (r/j  1vy(zi:(xi) 
*'  to  forgive  fins  but  God  only,  e//x}?  nq  o  ©foj  ?"  St. 
Luke's  words  are,  H\i.yi  picvog  o  @cOg.  The  charge  was 
certainly  ftrong :  for,  who  but  one,  who  but  God 
alone,  can  forgive  fins ;  and  therefore  whoever  arro- 
gated it  to  himfelf  could  not  but  be  guilty  of  blaf- 
phemy. From  this  charge  how  doth  our  Lord  ex- 
culpate himfelf.^  Doth  he  tell  them  that  they  inter- 
preted his  words  in  too  ftridl  a  fenfe,  or  that  he 
himfelf  had  fpoken  in  too  unguarded  a  manner  ? 
No  ;  nothing  of  the  kind.  Doth  he  tell  them  that 
he  did  not  alfume  to  himfelf  to  be  the  God  that 
forgiveth  fins  ?  or  that  he  had  only  a  delegated  au- 
thority to  forgive  fins  ?  No  ;  quite  the  contrary.  In 
anfw^er  to  their  charge,  he  telleth  them  that  they 
reafoned  wickedly,  Ivoc  n  J/x.-zg  hcxKoyi^S'j^-  'njcyvipu  sv 
raig  xccfioiocig  vfjcoov;  that  the  power  he  laid  claim  to, 
and  exercifed,  was  his  own  ;  that  he  had  the  power 
vt  forgiving  fins,  and  therefore  was  not  guilty  of 

the 
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the  blafphemy  wherewith  they  charged  him.  Whe- 
ther is  it  eafier,  faith  he,  whether  hath  it  lefs  of  diffi- 
culty in  it  to  fay,  Thy  lins  are  forgiven  thee  ?  or  to 
fay,  Arife,  and  walk  ?  The  accomplilhment  of  the 
one  was  as  truly  in  his  power  as  the  other.  Then  he 
adds,  "  But,  that  ye  may  know  that  the  Son  of  Man 
*'  hath  power  upon  earth  to  forgive  fins,  (e^acriav 
"  f%£/,  hath  a  r/^^/,  a  proper,  authority,  to  forgive 
**  lins*,)  he  faith  to  the  Paralytic,  I  fay  unto  thee» 
*'  Arife,  and  take  up  thy  bed,  and  go  into  thmc 
"^  houfe."  Here  our  Lord  is  fo  far  from  retracting 
what  he  had  faid,  that  he  affirms  it  only  fo  much 
the  m.ore  flrongly ;  and,  to  convince  them  that  he 
had  the  power  of  forgiving  fins,  he  performs  the 
miracle  already  mentioned.  He  does  not  at  all  deny 
that  it  was  the  prerogative  of  God  alone  to  forgive 
lins,  which  moft  aflliredly  he  would  have  done,  had 
he  known  that  the  prerogative  was  not  confined  to 
God  only,  and  that  he  himfclf  merely  as  man  had 
the  fame  prerogative ;  but,  inftead  thereof,  tacitly 
acknowledging  the  truth  of  their  fuggeflion ;  all  that 
he.infifls  upon  is,  that  he  himfelf  had  the  power  of 
forgiving  iins,  of  which  they  might  take  the  miracle 
he  wTought  upon  the  Paralytic  as  a  fufficient  proof. 
The  inference  which  they  might  have  drawn 
hence  was  neceflary  and  natural :  That,  fince  Jesus 

*  That  is,  that  ye  may  know  that  I,  the  Son  of  Man,  and 
whom  ye  view  and  confider  merely  as  a  man,  have  that  poft'er, 
which  belongeth  to  God  only,  of  forgiving  fins. 

did. 
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did,  by  his  own  proper  authority,  forgive  fins,  and 
it  was  God  only  who  could  forgive  ^lins,  therefore 
Jesus  was  God.  But,  whatever  inference  the  Jews 
might  and  ought  to  have  drawn  from  it,  the  refe- 
rence to  Chriftians  is  clear  and  unavoidable.  Jesu» 
did  claim  a  power  which  belongs  to  God  only,  and 
by  a  miracle  juftified  the  truth  of  his  claim,  and, 
when  charged  with  blafphemy  by  the  Jews,  ftill  per- 
lifted  in  his  claim.  The  inference  therefore  can  be 
no  other  than  what  is  already  mentioned,  if  there  is 
any  faith  in  the  deductions  of  language  and  reafon. 

St.  John,  in  the  beginning  of  his  Gofpel,  in  con- 
fequence  of  what  he  had  written  concerning  the  Ao- 
yoi,  tells  us,  that  "  the  word  was  made  flefh,  and 
*'  dwelt  among  us,  (and  we  beheld  his  glory,  the 
**  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Father,)  full 
*'  of  grace  and  truth ;"  hereby  plainly  confining 
what  he  had  faid  concerning  the  I.0-/0;  to  Jesus 
Christ.  Let  r.s  attend  then  to  the  Holy  Evange- 
lill.  *' In  the  beginning  (faith  he)  was  the  Word, 
*'  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was 
"  God."  If  thefe  words  are  taken  according  to  their 
plain  obvious  lignification,  nothing  can  more  plainly 
teftify  that  Jesus  Christ,  the  only-begotten  Son 
of  the  Father,  is  God,  and  that  he  exifted  from  all 
eternity.  But  it  feems,  the  Socinians,  or,  as  they 
chufe  to  call  themfelves,  the  Unitarians,  fay,  that 
the  words  £v  u^x^  do  not  lignify,  from  all  eternity, 
but  in  ibs  beginning  of  the  Gofpd  Difpnfation ;  and  the 

Arians, 
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Arlans,  I  believe,  interpret  them  to  lignlfy  in  the 
leginning  of  time :  but  St.  John  doth  not  fay  this  nor 
any  thing  elfe  which  could  lead  them  to  put  fuch  an 
interpretation  upon  his  words ;  he  faith  abfohitely, 
Ev  ocpx^  n^  0  Xoyog,  and  what  sv  apx,n  fignilies  let  Cice- 
ro explain  for  me.     ^od  femper  moveturfetenm/n  efi, 
&c.  quineiiarn  cateris  qua  7noventur  hie  fans  hoc  friw 
cipium  ejl  movendi  principii ;  autem  nulla  e/i  origo,  nam  e 
principio  oriuntur  cinnia,     Tufc.  Quaefl.  lib.  i.   23. 
Such  objedlors  quarrel  with  the  wifdom  of  all  the 
world,  and  of  all  ages ;  for,  this  Was  not  the  dodlrine 
merely  of  Cicero,  but  adopted  by  him  from   ages 
long  prior  to  himfelf.     In  principio^  or  iv  oc^xv-,  mult 
figm^y  from  all  eternity,  if  ancient  authority,  or,  in- 
deed, if  common  fenfe,  has  any  influence  over  us ; 
becaufe  e  principio  oriuntur  omnia  :   and   as   St.  John 
fays,  exprefHy  and  abfolutely,  that  the  Word  exifted 
in  principio,  therefore  neither  the  Socinian  nor  the 
Arian  interpretations  are  at  all  admiffible ;  for,  the 
lEvangelill  teacheth  us,  that  the  Word  exifted  from 
all  eternity  with  God,  sv  cc^x^  ^^>  —  ^^' — ^^  ^f"^  '^^^ 
0£ov :  He  was,  or  exifted,  in  the  beginning ;  and  he 
exifted  with  God,  zs-po;  lov  Gsov,  in  unity  with  God, 
and  therefore  was  God  ;  for,  ©sog  r^v  0  Koyoc.     Here 
ingenuity,    in  endeavouring   to   fuggeft  fomcthing 
which  may  militate  againft  the  aifertion  of  the  Evan- 
gelift,  that  the  Word  was  God,  hath  made  a  dilco- 
very  that  the  word  Qco;  is  without  the  article,  and, 
of  courfe,  whatever  of  divinity  is  implied  in  it,  it  is 
a  divinity  inferior  to  the  Godhead  of  the  Father. 

This, 
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This,  it  muft  be  owned,  is  a  moft  curious  dKcovery, 
and  has  fet  many  a  man  hunting  for  fome  pafTage  in 
the  New  Teftament  wherein  the  article  is  added  to 
Osog,  when  the  word  is  applied  to  Jesus  Christ: 
a  moft  unneceffary  employment,  as  the  Arians' 
difcovery,  if  we  may  fo  fpeak  without  offence,  pro- 
ceeds from  a  miftake  in  not  underftanding  the 
Evangel ift's  words.  The  article  feems  to  be  omitted 
defignedly  by  St.  John ;  for,  had  he  inferted  it,  it 
might  haA^e  been  interpreted  as  if  the  Xoyog  alone  was 
the  Godhead,  which  was  the  fartheft  imaginable 
from  his  intention.  It  is  not  omitted  in  diminu- 
tion of  the  Divinity  of  the  Aoyo^,  or  to  imprefs  us 
with  a  notion  as  if  he  was  an  inferior  God  ;  but  to 
prevent  us  from  imagining  that  the  Supreme  God 
ivas  the  Aoyog  exclulively.  The  Supreme  God  is 
the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft,  ^tc; 
Bgiv  0  Q^o;,  and  therefore  the  article  feems  very  pro- 
perly to  be  omitted  when  St.  John  fays  '^cn  Q^o;  r^v  J 
Ao/oj.  However,  the  ufe  or  the  omiffion  of  the 
article  does  not  feem  to  be  of  any  confequence  fufH- 
cient  to  found  an  argument  upon  either  the  one  way 
or  the  other. 

The  objection  of  the  latter  Platonifts,  and  of  the 
Socinians  from  them,  that  St.  John's  Aoyog  is  ftoJen 
from  Plato,  hardly  deferves  any  notice.  What  Plato 
fays  on  this  fubjedl  is  confufed  and  unfatisfa6lory. 
He  borrowed  the  idea  when  he  was  in  Egvpt,  and, 
moft  probably,  obtained  it  by  converfing  with  the 
I  Jews 
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Jews  there  ;  for,  Egypt  in  his  time  was  the  mart  of 
fcience;  and,  returning  thence,  fraught  with  a 
very  imperfe6l  comprehenfion  of  this  fubjedl,  he 
mixed  it  up  with  his  own  notions ;  fo  that  his  Koyog 
is  a  principle,  or  a  prolation,  or  I  know  not  what. 
Amehus,  the  Platonic  philofopher,  on  reading  St, 
John's  Gofpel,  we  are  told,  exclaimed,  "  This  bar- 
"  barian  hath  transferred  to  himfelf  the  myfleries  of 
"  Plato  with  regard  to  the  Word :"  and  very  pro- 
bably he  did  exclaim  thus ;  for,  being  unacquainted 
with  the  Jewifh  dodlrines  and  the  writings  of  Mo- 
fes,  and  Plato  having  very  carefully  concealed  from 
his  countrymen  the  fource  whence  he  derived 
his  conceit  of  the  7^oyog,  it  was  natural  for  him  to 
exclaim  by  his  Jupiter,  that  St.  John  had  llolen  his 
mafter's  myfteries :  but  with  what  propriety  the  dif- 
ciples  of  Socinus  can  concur  with  Amelius,  in  object- 
ing to  St.  John,  will  not  be  eafy  to  determine,  unlefs 
we  fuppofe  them  to  be  as  ignorant  of  the  Scriptures 
as  Amelius  was.  And,  in  like  manner  as  they  fay 
the  doctrine  of  the  Aoyoj  is  derived  from  Plato,  fo 
alfo  they  pretend,  that  the  do61:rine  of  the  Trinity  is 
derived  from  him  likewife.  But  where  does  Plato 
ufe  the  term  rpiagJ  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  who  was 
pretty  well  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Plato  and 
with  the  Platonifts,  tells  us  quite  a  different  ilory, 
and  that  Plato  only  gives  intimations  as  if  he  had 
fome  notion  of  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity ;  for,  after 
having  referred  to  what  he  fays,  sv  ta  zu-pog  Epxgov  kch 
Ko^ia-r.cv  sTTigoKny  and  moreover  to  what  he  fays  in  his 

Timaeus, 
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Timosus,  OvK  ocKKoog  syooys  s^ax>ioo  )j  rov  uyiov  TCitocSa 
ljirivvso-&ui ;  but,  at  the  fame  time,  lie  informs  us, 
that  Plato  had  his  notion  from  the  Hebrew  Scrip- 
tures, OVK  0/S'  OTTug  SK  Toov  E'SpaiXMV  ypocfpoov  c-iJi/paiv-xv : 
fo  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
Was  much  more  antient  than  Plato ;  and,  confe- 
quently,  Plato  could  not  have  been  the  origin  of  it 
to  the  Chriftians,  who  were  acquainted  with,  and 
underftood,  thefe  Hebrew  writings  infinitely  better 
than  ever  Plato  did.  (Vid.  Clem.  Alexandrin.  Strom, 
lib.  V.  p.  436.  Sylburg.) 

Clemens  Alexandrinus  is  reprefented  by  hiftorians 
as  having  flourifhed  about  the  year  194,  and  as 
having  written,  if  I  miftake  not,  his  Stromata,  the 
following  year.  He  was  acquainted  with,  and  had 
received  inftru6tions  from,  thofe  vv^ho  had  feen  and 
heard  the  Apoftles  themfelves;  and  therefore  his 
mentioning  the  tov  uyiov  t^idc^ch,  in  the  manner  al- 
ready recited,  affords  a  very  ftrong  prefumption, 
that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  was  the  do6lrine  of 
the  Apoftolic  age.  Novel  it  could  not  have  been  at 
the  time  when  he  wrote ;  for,  he  mentions  it  as  a 
dodlrine  generally  known  and  received:  and,  from, 
Plato,  or  the  Platonifts,  it  could  not  have  been  de- 
rived ;  for,  their  knowledge  did  not  extend  fo  far. 

That  the  Platonifts  wifhed  to  reprefent  their 
matter's  opinions,  concerning  the  Deity,  as  coin- 
ciding, as  nearly  as  poffible,  with  the  dijdrine  of 
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the  Chriftians,  is,  I  believe,  unqueftionable ;  and,  on 
this  account  it  is,  that  Clemens  wifhes  his  reader  to 
interpret  what  he  refers  to,  from  Plato,  as  giving 
fome  intimation  of  the  do61rIne  of  the  Trinity;  a 
doctrine  which  he  himfel-f  fuppofes  to  have  been 
more  antient  than  Chriftianity ;  for,  Plato  he  fug- 
gefts  to  have  obtained  his  knowledge  of  it  from  He- 
brew writings,    prior  to  the  promulgation  of  the 
Gofpel.     And,  as  this  is  the  cafe,  what  fhall  we  fay 
to  thofe  modern  writers,    who  would  perfuade  us, 
that  the  do6trine  of  the  Trinity  was  unknown  to  the 
primitive  Chriftians  ?  If  it  was  not  adopted  by  them, 
-  they,  neverthelefs,  muft  have  known  the  doctrine, 
becaufe  it  was  a  current  do6lrine  in  their  own  times, 
and  prior  to  them ;  and,  if  they  knew  the  dodlrine, 
and  did  not  approve  of  it,  doubtlefs  they  would  have 
oppofed  it  with  their  utmoft  ftrength,  and  would 
have  been  moll  guardedly  cautious  in  all  their  ex- 
prefficns,    left  any  thing  fhould  have  fallen  from 
them,  which  might  feem  to  give  countenance  to  a 
dodlrine  which  they  difcovered :  but,  where,  either 
in  the  New  Teftament,  or  in  the  writings  of  the  pri- 
mitive Chriftians,  is  there  a  fyllable  to  be  found  in 
condemnation  of  the  do6lrine  of  the  Trinity  ?  If  any 
fuch  there  is,  let  it  be  produced ;  but,  if  there  be 
none  fuch,  as  aflliredly  there  is  none,  let  us  not  be 
afraid  to  adopt  a  doctrine,  which,  although  current 
in  their  days,  has  not  been  condemned  by  our  Lord, 
or  by  his  Apoftles.     I  have  mentioned  this  only  by 
the  way,  but,  as  well  worthy  the  attention  of  thofe 
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who,  with  fo  much  illlberality,  abufe  the  Chrlllian 
do6trine  of  the  Trinity,  and  the  Chriftians  who 
maintain  it.     Let  us  now  return. 

If  Plato  was  not  the  origin  of  the  do6lrme  of  the 
Trinity  to  the  Chriftians,  Plato  and  his  philofophi- 
cal  interpreters  were  the  origin  of  Arianifm.  Arius 
was  himfelf  a  prefbyter  of  Alexandria ;  and  at  Alex- 
andria was  the  fchool  whence  all  the  moft  celebrated 
Platonifts  proceeded.  With  their  writings  he  was 
perfe6lly  well  acquainted;  and,  probably,  not  ap- 
proving of  their  and  Plato's  principle,  which  had  a 
diredl  tendency  to  the  introdu6lion  again  of  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  Gods  into  the  world,  he  thought  he 
would  fteer  a  middle  courfe  between  their  opinions 
and  the  principle  of  the  Chriftians.  The  principle 
of  the  Chriftians  was,  that  there  were  three  equal 
perfons  in  the  Divine  unity :  that  of  the  Platonifts 
was,  that  there  were  three  divine  principles,  differing 
in  nature  from  each  other,  which  they  called,  the 
Father;  the  Word,  or  l>iovg;  and  'fvx^  rov  Kocr^ov, 
the  Soul  of  the  World.  Some  of  them  even  ftopped 
Ihort  of  this,  and  conceived  the  Xoyo-;  not  to  have  a 
diftin6t  exiftence,  but,  to  be  the  wifdom,  the  in- 
telligence, of  the  Father,  as  if  he  exifted  only  in 
idea ;  whence  proceeded  the  error  of  thofe  heretics 
who  maintained,  that  Christ  the  Word  was  1J//A05 
ccv9pi'07rog.  Differing  in  opinion  from  thefe,  and  not 
willing  either  to  concur  in  the  introduction  of  poly- 
theifm  into  the  world,  or  to  afnrm  that  Christ  wa5 
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3L  mere  man,  Arius  taught  that  Christ  was  Go-i> 
as  well  as  man ;  that  in  fubftance  he  was  'O/xo/oicr/oc, 
like  unto  the  Fatiier,  and  that  he  was  begotten  of 
him,  but  inferior,  and  fubje(5l  to  his  will.  Here, 
then,  how,  in  fa6l,  does  Arius  differ  from  the  Pla- 
tonifts  ?  Nay ;  how  does  he  differ  from  the  general 
principle  of  the  Heathens,  with  their  Dii  Majores  & 
Minores?  If  Christ  was  God,  as  Arius  acknow- 
ledges, and,  if  he  was  inferior,  and  fubjeft  to  the 
ivill  of  God,  as  he  maintains  likewife,  then  muft 
Christ  have  been  fubjedl,  and  inferior  to  himfelf ; 
for,  there  is  no  medium  between  what  is,  and  what 
is  not,  God.  By  the  word  God.  we  underftand 
the  firft  fupreme,  eternal,  unfubjecfted,  caufe  of  all 
exiftence  :  and  this  Chrift  is,  if  he  is  God  ;  but,  if 
he  is,  in  his  fubftance,  inferior  to  God,  and  is 
God  in  fubftance  himfelf,  then  is  he  inferior  to 
himfelf;  which  is  nonfenfe,  on  a  fuppolition  that 
there  is  but  one  God  :  but,  if  the  iVrians  fuppofe 
that  Christ  is  an  inferior  God,  then  how,  in  this 
refpe6l,  does  Arianifm  differ  from  the  Polytheifm 
of  the  Heathens  ?  If  Christ  is  God,  as  the  Arians 
acknowledge;  and  if  he  is  inferior  to  God,  as  they 
maintain  likewife;  then  are  there  more  Gods  than 
one :  there  is  a  Major  and  a  Minor  God ;  and,  con- 
fequently,  the  Arian  differs  nothing  from  the  Hea- 
then. The  do6lrine  of  Arianifm  is  the  Monjirwny 
and  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  The  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  is  an  uniform,  conliftent,  do6trine ; 
and,  when  it  afcribes  Divinity  to  the  Son  and  the 
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Holy  Ghost,  afcrlbes  it  in  fuch  a  manner  as  by 
no  means  to  impeach  the  unity  of  the  Godhead.     It 
is  grounded  on  Divine  revelation ;  it  defends  Itfelf 
by  no  other  arguments  and  proofs,  but  fuch  as  reve- 
lation affords ;  nor  ever  owed  its  origin  to  philofo- 
phy,  falfely  fo  called,  or  the  bewildered  difputations 
of  an  Alexandrian  fchool.    Its  bahs  is  the  Scripture, 
and  the  Scripture  alone ;  and,  unfupported  by  that, 
it  has  no  other  refource.     But,  what  is  the  refource 
of  the  Arians  ?  Not  the  Scripture ;  but  vain  reafon- 
ings   of  their  own,  the  idle  fophiftry   of  perverfe 
minds,  puifed  up  with  the  imaginary  knowledge   of 
things  which  lie  infinitely  beyond  their  reach.     The 
Mahometan,  and  the  Socinian,  are  much  more  con- 
ififtent  in  their  faife  theories  than  the  Arian.     The 
former  acknowledges  one  only  God,  and   that  he 
has  no  fon,    nor  partner.      He  acknowledges  that 
Christ  Vv^as  born  of  a  Virgin,  and  that  he  had  a 
pre-exiftence,  but  holds  the  Chrifiian  in  abhorrence. 
The  Socinian  profeiTes,  that  there  is  one  God  only; 
he  faith  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man ;  he  rejedleth 
what  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  have  faid  concern- 
ing him;    and  denies  that  Christ  had  any  pre- 
exillence ;    but,   withal,   profeiTes  himfelf  to  be  a 
Chriftian. 

Arius  profefles  to  believe,  that  there  is  one  God 
only,  who  is  the  Father ;  that  he  has  a  Son,  who  is 
Jesus  Christ;  that  Jesus  is  of  a  fubftance  like 
unto  the  Father;  and  that  he  is  God.    The  incon- 
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liftency  of  this  needs  not  be  pointed  out ;  it  is  evi- 
dent; for,  if  he  is  God,  and  not  of  the  fame  fub- 
ftance  v.'ith  the  Father,  then  is  he  God,  diftindl 
from  the  Father;  confequently,  there  are  two 
diftin(5l  Gods :  and  yet  the  Arians  profefs  to  believe, 
that  there  is  one  God  only,  in  direct  oppoHtion  to 
their  own  profeiFion,  that  there  are  two  Gods,  of 
fubftances  diftinct  from  each  other.  It  is  not  at  all 
improbable,  that  tliefe  abfurd  and  contradictory  te- 
nets of  the  Arians  gave  birth  to  the  errors  of  Soci- 
nus ;  errors  with  which  at  prefent  the  minds  of  too 
many  are  bewildered;  and,  therefore,  perhaps,  it 
may  not  be  amifs  to  fubjoin  a  word  or  two  concern- 
ing them. 

From  whatever  fource  the  errors  of  Socinus  were 
derived,  the  modern  Socinians  have  opened  for 
themiclves  a  fountain  of  very  great  antiquity.  No 
longer  characterizing  themfelves  by  the  title  of  their 
founder  and  KayyjyyjTyic,  they  have  renounced  the 
name  of  Socinus^  and  chufe  to  be  diftinguifhed  as 
Unitarians,  being  equally  adverfe  to  the  Arians  as  to 
the  Catholic  Chriftians.  Their  origin,  as  they  chufe 
to  inform  us,  is  from  one  Ebion,  in  the  Apoltolic 
ao-e,  who,  with  his  followers,  maintained,  that  Je- 
sus Christ  had  no  exiltence  prior  to  his  birth  of 
Mary  the  wife  of  Jofe'ph;  and,  in  order  to  fupport 
tlielr  affcrtion  the  better,  as  they  received  the  Gof- 
pel  of  St.  Matthew,  v/hich  was  point-blank  againil 
them,  they  rejedted  the  three  firft  chapters  of  it. 

Her  6;, 


(    ^3    ) 

Here,  then,  we  are  to  enquire  who  this  Ehion  was. 
Moft  probably  no  fuch  perfon  ever  exifted,  unlefs'  It 
was  Cerinthus  himfelf ;  for,  Ebion  is  not  a  proper 
name,    but   a   name   of  difgrace,    which   the   firll 
Chriftians  affixed  to  the  original  perverters  and  cor- 
rupters of  the  Gofpel.     The  name  Is  very  well  ex- 
plained in  the  interpolated  Epiftle  of  Ignatius  to  the 
Philadelphians.     \Lciv  Tig  Afyjj  fj.sv  ivcc  &iov,  o^oKoyvi  §f 
Tioci  y^f>i<;o)>  IvjcovVy  \l/iKov  ^£  av9^oo7TOV  sivcci  vo^in]  tcv  Ku- 
piov,   ov^i  ©sov  ixovoyEvr],   &C.  sgtv  o  roiovTog  'uxiv^g  r/^v  5/- 
•cvcifv,  oog  sTTiKuKsiTai  EQmv.      Such  an   one  labours 
under  a  poverty  of  underftanding,  as  the  furname 
Ebion  lignifies.     In  a  note  on  this  paffage  is  given 
an  extract  from  Et/febius,  confirming  the  truth  of 
what  is  tliere  faid,  with  regard  to  the  fignification  of 
the  word  Ebion ;  and,  as  the  epiftle  is   faid   to   have 
been  interpolated  long  after  the  time  of  Eufebius,  the 
interpretation,  very  probably,  was  borrowed   from 
Eufebius.     The  words  are,  tcv  EQmv  ovo^uTog  mv  r^g 
ciuvoiocg  W/W^f/av  ccvrooy  V'7:o.paivovToc,  jccvt^  yucz  ttix-Kviv 
0  7if}(A}x°S  'Sirap'  ''E^^aiOig   ovo^a(^iTaL»       Ebionis  jiomine 
paupertatern  meniis  eorutn  ^'denotante^  fic  efiim  pauper 
apud  Hebrceos  nominari  folet»     (Eufeb.  1.  3.  Hift.  Ecc. 
Kz^»  x^.)     Hence,  then,  it  appears,  that  Ei?ion  was 
a  name  applicable  to  any  of  the  infatuated  corrupters 
of  Chriftianity;  and,  therefore,  we  may  conclude, 
(however  fome  of  the  Fathers  fpeak,  as  if  there  really 
had  exifted  fuch  a  perfon  as  Ebion,)  yet,   tiiat  the 
name  never  was  the  perfonal  name  of  any  particular 
man,  but  was  only  chara6leriftic  and  applicable  to 
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any  who  was  TinvYii  oiavoiav.  Hence,  Epiphanius  Calls 
Cerinihus  Ebion.  We  are  told  by  Irenaeus,  (1.  iii.  c. 
3.)  that  there  were  perfons  living  in  his  time,  v/ho 
had  heard  Polycarp  relate  the  following  circumftance 
of  St.  John,  at  a  bath  at  Ephefus  :  his  words  are 
thefe :  Iccccvv/i^  0  rev  Kv^iov  ^u^riTYti  sv  tj)  'E^co-ca  is-opsv' 
S:-:g  Ksva-aa-Qui,  kul  i^oov  S(roo  Kyj^ivSov  i^TjKciTO  zov  (SaKoc- 
ysiov  [JL?}  Kova-ajMSVog,  aAA'  STTSiTVCAjVy  (LvyooiJiSVf  fM'/j  xcei  to 
(3ccXai'iiov  crvy.7rs(rv}y  svlov  ovTog  KrjoivSov  tov  tj;s  aXy}9iiag 
sx^ov,  Epiphanius,  relating  this  very  fame  cir- 
cumftance, calls  Cerinthus  EbioHy  (Contra  Haeref. 
30.)  that  is,  whereas  Irenaeus  fays,  it  was  Cerinthus 
who  was  the  enemy  of  truth,  and  on  whofe  account 
St.  John  quitted  the  bath,  left  he  fhould  perifh  in 
the  ruin  of  it  with  the  Haerefiarch,  Epiphanius  fays, 
it  was  Ebion.  Here,  then,  Epiphanius  muft  either, 
by  miftake,  have  written  Ebion  inftead  of  Cerinthus, 
or  he  muft  delignedly  have  ufed  Ebion  as  charadle- 
riftic  of  Cerinthus ;  or,  at  thp  time  when  the  affair 
happened,"  Ebion  muft  have  been  in  the  batli  toge- 
ther with  Cerinthus.  This  laft,  although  the  fug- 
geftion  of  a  very  learned  man,  feems  to  be  wholly 
inadmiflible ;  as,  doubtlefs,  Irenaeus  would  have 
mentioned  it,  had  it  been  the  truth :  but,  what  Ire- 
nceus  fays,  is  wholly  confined  to  Cerinthus,  without 
even  a  hint  at  any  other  perfon ;  and,  therefore,  vv  c 
may  certainly  conclude,  that  the  tov  tjjs  KKr,9sic<g  sy^- 
G^ovj  was  Cerinthus  alone. 
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Equally  alfo  inadmiffible  does  It  feem  to  be,  that 
Fipiphanius  fhould  have  written  by  miftake  Ebion  In- 
Itead  of  Cerinthus ;  for,  the  whole  ftory  was  derived 
from  Irenasus ;  and  of  Ebion  he  does  not  mention  a 
iingle  fyllable;  therefore,  it  is  very  improbable^ 
that  Epiphanius,  in  retailing  a  ftory  from  Irenaeus, 
fhould  be  guilty  of  fo  very  extraordinary  a  blunder 
as  this,  that  he  fliould  tell  of  Ebion,,  whom  Irenaeus 
rlever  once  mentions,  what,  in  plain,  unequivocal 
terms,  is  told  of  Cerinthus  alone.  Eufebius  relates 
the  fame  ftory,  but  relates  it  of  Cerinthus,  (lib.  iii. 
Ecclef.  Hift.)  and,  if  I  miftake  not,  never  once 
in  his  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory  mentions  Ebion  as  the 
proper  appellative  name  of  a  perfon.  It  feems, 
therefore,  hardly  poffible,  that  Epiphanius  fliould 
have  fallen  into  fo  palpable  a  miftake,  in  a  matter 
wherein  he  could  not  but  have  been  certainly  in- 
formed, both  from  Irenseus  and  Eufebius.  Confe- 
quently,  the  concluiion  is,  that  he  did  not  ufe  the 
word  Ebion  through  miftake,  but  by  defign,  as  cha- 
radleriftic  of  Cerinthus,  thinking  it  more  proper, 
perhaps,  to  defcribe  fo  vile  a  corrupter  of  Chriftia- 
nity  by  a  name  of  difgrace,  rather  than  by  his  owa 
proper  name,  well  knowing,  at  the  fame  time,  that 
he  could  not  hereby  Impofe  upon,  or  miflead,  his 
reader ;  becaufe,  the  original  author  of  the  ftory, 
Irenseus,  fays  expreftly,  that  it  was  Cerinthus  who 
was  in  the  bath ;  and,  becaufe  Eufebius,  whofe  Ec  - 
clefiaftical  Hiftory  was  written  not  many  years  before 
Epiphanius,  and  whofe  hiftory  was  in  the  hands  of 
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every  one,  as  exprelily  fays  the  fame.  The  refult, 
then,  of  what  has  been  faid  is,  that  there  never  ex- 
ifted,  in  the  apoftolic  age,  any  perfon,  the  father  of 
t;Iie  Ebionites,  whofe  perfonal  and  proper  name  was 
Ekion;  and,  confequently,  that  the  firft  father  in 
the  Socinian  pedigree  was  a  nonentity.  The  Soci- 
nians,  therefore,  need  not  exult  and  triumph,  be- 
caufe,  Irenaeus  has  no  where  called  Ebion  an  here- 
tic y  he  never  mentions  him  at  all,  and,  of  courfe, 
could  not  call  him  heretic  ;  and  he  never  mentions 
hiip,  ■  becaufe  no  fuch  perfon  ever  exifted.  The 
Ebionites,  indeed,  he  mentions,  and  plainly  enough, 
as  heretics ;  but  Ebion  he  never  mentions  once.  But, 
if  no  fuch  perfon  as  Ebion  ever  exifted,  whence  did 
the  Ebionites  obtain  that  name  ?  and,  why  were 
tliey.fo  called  ?  They  were  fo  called  ^lu  tjjv  t)}$  5/a- 
voicis  z;i]M%sipi.v,  and  not  from  the  name  of  any  pre- 
ceding hereliarch.  In  one  refpe6l  they  differed  in 
principle  from  Cerinthus ;  but,  in  what  refpe6led  our 
bleffed  Lord,  they  concurred  entirely  with  him, 
and  with  Carpocrates.  They  rejected  the  writings 
of  St.  Paul,  and  called  him  an  apoilate.  Circumci- 
duntur  (faith  Irenxus)  ac  per/ever ani  hi  bis  confuctu- 
dinibus  qua  funt  fecundu?n  legem,  &  Judaico  charatiere 
vita,  uti,i£  Hierofolymam  adorent  quaft  domus  fit  Dei, 
From  this  account  of  them,  they  appear  to  have 
been  a  mongrel, kind  of  people,  a  compound  of  Ju- 
daifm,  and  the  corruptions  which  Cerinthus  and 
Carpocrates  had  introduced  into  Chriftianity ;  and, 
therefore,  moftjuftly  entitled  to  the  appellation  of 
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Ebionites,  as  being  a  moil  abfurd  and  infenfate  peo- 
ple. Very  probably,  v/hen  the  Chriftians  were 
warned  to  retire  from  Jerufalem  prior  to  its  deftruc- 
tion,  and  fettled  at  Pella,  thefe  men  followed  them 
tliither ;  and,  thus,  like  the  mixed  multitude  which 
accompanied  the  Ifraelites  when  they  went  up  out  of 
Egypt,  became  a  fnare  to  many  we^k  Chriftians, 
and  perverted  them  from  the  limplicity  which  is  in 
Jesus  Christ.  If  a  conje6ture  may  be  hazarded 
in  a  matter  where  any  abfolute  certainty  is  not  to  be 
expected,  the  Ebionites  were  Jews  of  the  fedl  of  the 
Pharifees,  who,  being  molt  pertinacioufly  attached 
to  the  ceremonial  and  traditional  part  of  their  reli- 
gion, blended  together  with  it  fuch  portions  of  the 
Chriftian  do6lrine  as  fhould  not  prove  deftru6live  of 
it,  and  thus  became  what  the  Socinians  inadvertently 
call  them,  Jewijh  Chriftians.  If  this  conje6lare  has 
any  foundation  in  truth,  it  accounts  for  their  invete- 
rate animofity  againft  St.  Paul,  who,  having  been  a 
Pharifee  himfelf,  they  inveighed  againft  him  as  an 
apoftate,  for  having  deferted  their  Pharifaical  tenets, 
and  for  having  fo  ftrenuoufly  inftfted  upon  it,  that 
it  v/as  not  neceftary  for  the  converts  to  Chriftianity 
to  be  circumcifed,  and  to  keep  the  law  of  Mofes : 
nay,  and  who  had  fo  peremptorily  v/ritten  in  his 
Epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  chap.  v.  "  Behold,  I  Paul 
*'  fay  unto  you,  that,  if  ye  be  circumcifed,  Christ 
^'  fhall  profit  you  nothing.  For,  I  teftify  again  to 
^*  every  man  that  is  circumcifed,  that  he  is  a  debtor 
^*  to  do  the  whole  law."  And  it  is  farther  remarka- 
ble. 
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ble,  that  the  opinion  of  the  neceffity  of  circiimclfion, 
and  of  keeping  the  law  of  Mofes,  had  its  origin  from 
among  the  Pharifees.  It  feems,  certain  men  had 
come  down  from  Judea  to  Antioch,  endeavouring  to 
perfuade  the  brethren,  that,  except  they  were  cir- 
cumcifed  after  the  manner  of  Mofes,  they  could  not 
be  faved ;  which,  when  it  had  occafioned  a  great 
deal  of  difieniion  among  them,  it  was  determined  to 
fend  Paul  and  Barnabas  to  the  Apoftles  at  Jerufalem, 
to  enquire,  whether  it  really  was  neceflary  or  not. 
The  Apoftles  and  Elders,  with  the  Church,  being 
affembled  upon  this  occafion,  "  there  rofe  up  (A<5ls 
•'  XV.)  certain  of  the  ftB  of  the  Pharifees  ivhkh  be- 
*'  lieved,  faying,  that  it  was  needful  to  circumcifc 
•'  them,  and  to  command  them  to  keep  the  law  of 
"  Mofes."  The  Apoftles,  however,  determined 
otherwife,  and  appointed  Paul  and  Barnabas,  with 
others,  to  carry  their  decree  to  Antioch.  Hence, 
then,  it  appears  to  be  very  certain,  that  the  Ebioni- 
tifh  doftrine,  of  the  neceffity  of  keeping  the  law  of 
Mofes,  had  its  origin  from  the  fe<fl  of  the  Pharifees ; 
and,  therefore,  we  may  reafonably  conclude,  that 
the  Ebionites  had  belonged  to  that  fe6l.  St.  Jude's 
Epiftle,  which  is  thought  to  have  been  written  par- 
ticularly againft  the  Ebionites,  to  Chriftians  in  gene- 
ral, feems  to  confirm  us  in  this  opinion,  when  he 
fays  of  them,  Ovtol  sia-iv  oiuTrohofn^cvris  lavTovg, 
*'  Thefe  be  they  who  feparate  themfelves ;"  the  word 
Tbari/ee  jfignifying  a  feparatift,  from  the  Hebrew 
I»"19,  fe^aro.     But,  whatever  may  become  of  this 
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conje6lure  concerning  the  Ebionltes  having  been 
originally  Pharifees,  certain  it  is,  that  they  were 
vile  corrupters  of  Chriftlanity ;  and  that  they  were 
held  in  abhorrence  by  the  primitive  Chriftians  on 
account  of  their  evil  principles^  in  turning  the  grace 
of  God  into  all  the  licentioufnefs  of  lin;  and,  in 
denying  tov  ^jlovov  ha-TrorriVj  0iov  koci  K.vpiov  ^i^oov  Irjcrovv 
'Kpigov.  Whatever,  therefore,  may  be  derived  from 
this  anceftry  of  the  modern  Socinians,  they  are  lin- 
gularly  and  fully  entitled  to  it  all ;  and  if  they  think 
that  there  is  any  acceffion  of  authority  to  their  opi- 
nions obtained  thence,  by  all  means  let  them  tri- 
umph in  it:  but,  they  Ihould  conlider,  that  it  is 
the  authority  of  men,  who  were  the  pefts  of,  and  a 
difgrace  to,  Chriftianity;  of  men  unknown  to  the 
world,  but  by  the  foaming  out  of  their  own  fhame, 
and  who  carry  in  their  front  a  name  which  attaches 
difgrace  to  themfelves,  and  to  their  opinions.  But 
let  us  return  from  wiiere  we  have  dieirelTed. 

After  St.  John  has  faid,  that  the  Word  was  God, 
he  adds,  in  order  to  obviate  any  fuggeftion  that  Di- 
vinity was  bellowed  upon  him  as  a  donation,  ovrcg  j;y 
sv  ocpxn  Txr^og  Tov  Qiov.  This  fame  perfon  was  in  the 
beginning  with  God  ;  that  is,  ''  was  in  the  unity  of 
**  the  Godhead."  Hence,  "  all  things  were  made 
**  by  him,  and  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made 
^*  that  was  made."  All  which,  if  it  doth  not  lig- 
nify,  that  he  was  God  from  all  eternity,  then  lan- 
guage hath  no  power  of  communicating  any  meaning 
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to  us.  Again ;  "  He  was  in  the  world,  and  tlid 
"  world  w^as  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew  him 
*'  not.  He  came  to  his  own  (i.  e.  to  the  Jews  who 
*'  were  the  people  of  God,  and,  therefore,  his  own,) 
*^  and  his  own  received  him  not ;  but,  as  many  as 
"  received  him,  to  them  gave  he  power  (a  right) 
"  to  become  the  foiis  (?/God,"  as  it  is  in  our  tranf- 
lation,  but,  more  properly,  it  is  children  of  God, 
tiKVcc  Q-ov ;  that  is,  by  adoption.  Now  it  is  a  moll 
certain  truth,  that  no  one  can  give  a  thing  which  he 
has  not ;  no  one  can  give  a  right  to  you  to  become 
an  adopted  child,  but  the  perfon  who  adopts  you ; 
and,  if  Jesus  Christ  gives  a  right  to  any  to  become 
the  children  of  Gob,  it  is  becaufe  he  is  God  him- 
feli ;  for,  otherwife,  he  gives  a  right  which  belongs 
to  another,  and  which  he  has  not  himfelf  to  give. 
But,  you  fay,  he  gives  by  delegation,  by  commif- 
lion.  If  St.  John  had  faid  it,  I  fliould  think  fo  too  ; 
■  but  St.  John  fays  no  fuch  thing ;  and,  until  he  does, 
the  argument  mull  Hand  good,  that  Jesus  Christ 
is  God,  becaufe  he  gives  to  others  s^ova-iav  tskvx 
Qsov  yivzo-^c.i.  How  far,  however,  he  may  be  faid 
to  give  by  commiffion  will  be  feen  hereafter,  when 
this  matter  will  be  more  particularly  noticed. 

John  V.  Jesus  had  faid,  *'  My  Father  worketh 
•*  hitherto,  and  I  work."  On  this  account  the  Evan- 
gelill  tells  us,  the  Jews  fought  to  kill  him,  becaufe 
he  called  God  his  Father,  and  made  himfelf  equal 
with  God,  'vhuts^cc  ihov  iXiys  lov  05oy,    i^sov  socvtov 
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'zsGMv  Tw  0t6o.  As  the  Jews,  who  heard  him,  inter- 
preted his  calling  God  his  own  proper  Father,  to  be 
a  making  himfelf  equal  with  God,  fo  alfo  muft  we  ; 
and  the  queftion  will  be,  Did  the  Jews  herein,  or 
do  we,  mifmterpret  him  ?  For,  if,  in  calling  God 
'zsuTi^u  iliov,  he  did  not  mean  to  make  himfelf  equal 
with  God,  he  never  would  have  fuifered  the 
Jews  to  have  remained  under  fo  great  a  mifappre  - 
henlion  of  his  words,  and,  in  confequence,  would 
have  anfwered  them  in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  have  re- 
moved their  error.  Let  us  fee,  then,  how  he  does 
anfwer  them. 

"Then  anfwered  Jesus,  and  faid  unto  them;- 
*'  Verily,  verily,  I  fay  unto  you,  the  Son  can  do 
*'  nothing  of  himfelf,  but  what  he  feeth  the  Father 
"do;  for,  whatfdever  he  doeth,  thofe  alfo  doetk 
*'  the  Son  likewife;  for,  the  Father  loveth  the  Son, 
"  and  fheweth  him  all  things  that  himfelf  doeth.'* 

This  is  a  part  of  our  Lord's  anfwer  to  the  Jews, 
and  is  by  fome  conceived  to  be  full  in  proof,  that 
he  did  not  mean  to  call  himfelf  equal  v/ith  God, 
and  that  he  is  not  God  ;  for,  the  Son  can  do  nothing 
of  himfelf,  which,  if  he  was  God,  would  not  be 
true ;  for,  as  he  can  do  nothing  of  himfelf,  there- 
fore he  is  not  God.  This  conclufion  is  too  haflily 
conceived,  and  proceeds,  probably,  from  a  mifap- 
prehenlion  of  the  premifes. 

For, 
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For,  the  Jews,  Imagining  that  our  Saviour  had, 
in  proper  terms,  mcJe  himfclrto  be  God,  by  call- 
ing God  his  own  proper  Father,  received  the  doc- 
trine with  the  higheft  degree  of  indignation,  as  con- 
ceiving that  it  militated  againft  their  firft  ind  great 
commandment,  that  the^  lliould  acknowledge  only 
one  God  ;  and,  therefore,  they  fought  to  kill  him, 
for  advancing  what  to  them  appeared  to  be  fuch 
blafphemous  doilrine.  Here,  then,  the  objection 
of  the  Jew^s  to  what  our  Lokd  had  faid  to  them  ma- 
nifeftly  was,  that  his  doftrine  was  the  afTerticn  of 
more  Gods  than  one.  The  anfwer,  therefore,  re- 
quired to  fuch  an  obje6^ion  waS,  either  that  he  did 
not  make  himfelf  equal  with  GoD ;  or,  that  his 
making  himfelf  equal  with  God,  did  not  militate 
againft  the  unity  of  God.  That  he  did  not  anfwer 
them  by  a  formal  renunciation  of  an  equality  with 
God  is  moft  certain,  and  needs  no  proof;  and  that 
he  did  anfwer  them  by  fhewing  that  his  equality 
with  God,  as  being  the  Son  of  God,  did  not  mili- 
tate againft  the  unity  of  God,  it  is  hoped  will  be 
fufficiently  proved  by  what  follows. 

But,  firft,  let  me  premife,  and  recommend  to 
the  very  particular  attention  of  the  reader,  that  he 
bear  conftantly  in  his  mind  the  implied  fignification 
of  the  words  Son  of  Gob.  That,  as  the  words  imply 
a  neceffary  participation  in  the  Divine  Nature ;  fo, 
alfo,  do  they  as  neceflarily  imply  a  fubordination, 
fubje^lion,  and  a  compliance  with  the  will  of  the 
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Father ;  which  fubje6tion  or  compliance  is  no  more 
any  impeachment  of  the  Son  of  God's  Divine  Na- 
ture, than  the  fubje6lion  and  compliance  of  a  Hu- 
man Son  with  the  will  of  his  Father  is  any  impeach- 
ment of  his  Human  Nature :    for,   notwithftanding 
the  compliance  and  fubjedlion,  he  will  be  as  truly 
God  in  nature  in  the  one  iniiance,  as  he  is  man  in 
nature  in  the  other.     And  this  being  attended  to,  it 
will  ferve  to  obviate  and  to  remove  thofe  difficulties 
with  which  the  minds  of  many  have  been  perplexed 
who  have  conceited,  that  the  inferiority,  necelFarily 
appertaining  and  applied  to  the  co'ndltion  of  a  fon, 
extends  to,  and  necefTarily  implies,  an  inferiority  in 
nature ;  which,  we  all  knov/,  moft  certainly,  neither 
IS,  nor  can  be,  true :  for,  be  the  fubjedlion  what  it 
will,  the  fon  of  a  man  will  be  in  his  nature  as  truly 
a  man,  and  to  the  full  extent  and  meafure  of  hu- 
manity as  the  father  is,  fo  that  the  inferiority  is 
merely  an  inferiority,  and  not  of  nature ;  and  hence 
the  full  and  perfe6l  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  will 
be  perfe6tly  compatible  with  all  that  is  fpoken  of 
him  as  a  Son  in  Scripture,  and  as  acting  under  the 
delegation  and  commillion  of  the  Father. 

The  Son,  it  is  faid,  can  do  nothing  of  himfelf,  I. 
e.  feorfum  a  patre :  therefore,  the  Son's  equality  with 
^  God  did  not  militate  againfl  the  unity  of  God.  As 
a  feparate,  independent  God,  which  the  Jews  fup- 
pofed  he  aiferted  himfelf  to  be,  he  mig^ht  have  a6ted 
from  himlelf  alone ;  but  this  lie  diiciaims.     He  is 
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God  in  unity  with  the  Father.  He  can  do  nothing 
of  himfelf,  but  what  he  fceth  the  Father  do.  The 
Greek  here  is  more  expreffive  than  our  Englifh 
tranflation  :   Of  IvvaTai  o  vtog  zs-Oiciv  cap'  socnov  ovhv  sav 
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roiVToc  Kui  0  viog  ojJiOioog  tz-qisi.  *'  The  Son  can  do  no- 
*'  thing  of  himfelf,  but  what  he  feeth  the  Father 
*'. DOING."  So  that  the  Son  is  a  concurrent  adlion 
with  the  Father,  and  at  the  fame  inftant ;  for,  what- 
foever  the  Father  doeth,  the  fame  alfo  doeth  the 
Son,  oiJLOMg,  in  the  very  fame  degree,  in  the  fame 
inftant,  and  with  the  fame  divine  power.  Therefore 
Jesus  did  not  fet  himfelf  up  to  be  a  feparate  God, 
or  of  a  diftinft  fubftance  or  power  from  tlie  Father, 
but,  in  unity,  and  co-operating,  with  him ;  and, 
of  courfe,  when  he  faid,  "  My  Father  worketh  hi- 
*'  therto,  and  I  work,"  he  faid  nothing  which  im- 
pugned the  do6lrine  of  the  Unity  of  God.  Our 
Lord,  then,  proceeds  to  fhew  them,  that,  as  the 
Son  can  do  nothing  without  the  Father,  fo  the  Fa- 
ther doth  nothing  without  the  Son  :  "  For,  the  Fa- 
"  ther  loveth  the  Son,  and  flieweth  (or  communi- 
**  cateth  to)  him  all  things  whatfoev'er  he  himfelf 
"  doth,  and  he  will  communicate  to  him  greater 
'^  works  than  thofe,  (which  ye  have  already  feen,) 
**  that  ye  may  wonder  ;*'  which  communication  of 
a(5lion  is  moft  evidently  an  affertion  of  the  unity  of 
the  Son  with  the  Father.  And,  as  there  is  a  com- 
munication of  acSlion,  fo  is  there  a  communication 
of  power:  '*  For,  as  the  Father  raifeth  up  the  dead 
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**  and  quickeneth  them,  fo  alfo  the  Son,  ovq  BsKsi 
*'  ^uiOTTciii,  quickeneth  who?n  be  wi/i.'"  There  is  alfo 
a  communion  of  agreement  and  accord  between  the 
Father  and  the  Son  :  hence,  becaufe  the  Son  of  God 
is  the  Son  of  Man:  (ver.  27.)  therefore,  *''the  Fa- 
"  ther  judgeth  no  one,;  but  hath  given,  2i^M}Ls,  all 
"  judgement  to  the  Son."  There  is  an  equal  parti- 
cipation alfo  of  Divine  honours ;  for,  it  is  added, 
*'  that  all  men  may  honour  the  Son  even  as  they  ho - 
"  nour  the  Father,"  &c.  "  He  that  honoureth  not 
"  the  Son  honoureth  not  the  Father  who  fent  him :" 
i'o  that  the  honour,  reverence,  eflimation,  of  the 
one  all  terminates  equally  in  the  other ;  and,  if  tlie 
Son  is  difhonoured,  the  Father  is  diihonoured  likc'- 
wife.  It  is  farther  added  by  our  Lord,  for  the  pur- 
pofe  of  convincing  the  jews,  that  he  did  not  affdm.e 
to  himfelf  any  feparate  Divinity,  and  that  he  did 
not,  in  any  refpedl,  oppofe  himfelf  to  the  unity  of 
God,  "  As  the  Father  liath  life  in  himfelf,  fo  hath 
*'  he  given  io  the  Son  to  have  life  in  himfelf:"  fo 
that  the  felf-exiftence  of  the  Son  is  by  the  commu- 
nication of  the  felf-exifl:ence  of  the  Father;  is  not 
the  felf-exiftence  of  a  God  feparate  from  the  felf- 
exiftence  of  the  Father ;  but,  is  an  infeparable  par- 
ticipation of  it.  An<J,  ftill  more  to  convince  them 
that  he  did  not  arrogate  to  himftlf  an  exclulive  Di- 
vinity, or  any  t'ling  that  was  oppoftte  to  the  unity 
of  God,  he  again  fays  to  them,  Ov  })iV'y.u-ui  syoo  ccit 
syMvrov  'uroisiv  ovdtv,  v/herein  the  perfonal  pronourj 
syoo  has  a  force  which  vs^ill  not  eaftly  be  exprcffed  in 
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•ur  language,  plainly  implying,  that  in  his  pcrfonal 
exiftence  he  could  do  nothing,  but  in  the  union  of 
the  Deity.  **  As  I  hear  (he  fays)  I  judge,  and  my 
*'  judgement  is  juft ;  becaufe,  I  feek  not  mine  own 
"  will,  but  the  will  of  the  Father  that  fent  me:" 
fo  that  hereby  he  fully  obviates  the  obje(5lion  of  the 
Jews,  and  difclaims,  in  the  ftrongeft  terms,  all  af- 
fumption  to  himfelf  of  any  power  diftindl  from  the 
unity  of  God.  Therefore,  when  Jesus  aflerted  his 
own  Divinity,  he  afferted  nothing  that  was  incon* 
Client  with  the  Divine  unity.. 

It  may  be  proper  here  juft  to  mention  the  objecStion: 
to  our  Lord's  Divinity  which  is  derived  from  the 
words  fending  and  being  fent ;  but  this  objeiSlion 
feems  to  be  merely  a  quibble  upon  words  r  for,  ac- 
cording to  the  circumftances,  fending^  or  being  fent^ 
imply  no  degree  either  of  fuperiority  or  inferiority. 
It  is  the  Arians'  acknowledgement,  when  they  deny 
tiie  unity  of  the  fubftance,  ftill  that  there  is  an  uni- 
ty of  confent  between  the  Father  and  the  Son.  This 
unity,,  therefore,  of  confent  plainly  juftifies  us  in. 
our  conclufion,  that  the  being  fmt  implies  in  it  none 
of  that  inferiority  or  inequality  which  they  have  con- 
tended for,  and,  confequently,  that  the  objedlion 
itfelf  is  of  no  validity.     But  let  us  proceed. 

^*  All  that  the  Father  gi^-eth  me  fhall  come  to 
«f  me ;  and  him  that  cometh  to  me  I  will  in  no  wife 
''  call  out."  John  vi.  37.     1  hcfe  are  very  remarka- 
ble 
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bk  words,  and  muft  have  been  fpoken  with  the 
greatell:  impropriety  imaginable,  if  he  that  fpake 
them  had  not  an  inherent  power,  as  God,  to  caft 
out  whom  he  would ;  but  he  would  not  call  out  any 
whom  the  Father  ihould  give  him,  becaufe,  as  he 
addsj  ^*  I  came  down  from  heaven,  not  to  do  mine 
*'  own  will,  but  the  will  of  him  that  fent  me."  Lan- 
guage here  almoft  feems  to  fail  us,  when  we  would 
convey  in  words  what  the  mind  conceives  upon  this 
occaiion.  There  feems  to  have  been,  with  reverence 
be  it  fpoken,  as  it  were,  a  voluntary  fufpenlion  of 
the  Divine  will  of  the  A070;  when  he  came  down 
from  heaven ;  for,  his  coming  down  from  heaven  is 
evidently  reprefcnted  as  a  voluntary  a6tion  of  his 
own,  xaraSi^j^Ka  Vrt  tov  ovpavov;  and  the  purpofe  of 
his  coming  down  as  evidently  feems  to  have  pro- 
ceeded from  his  voluntary  confenting  not  to  do  his 
own  will,  but  the  will  of  him  under  whofe  commif- 
lion  he  confented  to  ac^ ;  and,  if  it  may  be  permit- 
ted to  the  frail  minds  of  human  creatures  to  fearch 
into  the  deep  things  of  God,  perhaps  the  reafon  of 
this  quicfcence  of  his  own  Divine  will,  may  be  per- 
ceived in  that  union  of  himfelf  with  man's  nature, 
in  which  he  was  to  acSl,  and  in  which  he  could  not 
SL&.  but  in  fubmiffion  to  the  will  of  him  that  fent 
him ;  and,  therefore,  it  might  be  neceflary  that  his 
own  divine  will  fhould  be  quiefcent.  Thefe  thoughts 
probably  will  lead  us  to  a  right  apprehenlion  of  the 
fublime  and  almoft  unfathomable  language  of  St. 
Paul  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  (i  Cor.  xv.) 

D  3  ^« 


(     38     ) 

He  had  been  fpeaking  of  the  Son,  Christ,  the 
0£av9fM7rcgj  who  was  to  reign  till  all  was  made  fub- 
jefttohim;  and  then  fays  he,  (ver.iS,)  "When 
"  all  things  fhall  be  fubdued  unto  him,  then  fhall 
"  the  Son  alio  himlelf  be  fubjedi:  unto  him  that  put 
*'  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all.'* 
That  is,  the  difpenlation  of  the  Qzuv'i^uj'TTog  fhall  be 
all  complete  and  finilhed,  ivot.  y  o  Qio;  tcc  ■zs-ccvtcc  cV 
'cs-aa-iv,  that  the  Godhead  may  be  the  whole  in  every 
refpedl. 

Here,  then,  for  a  moment  I  mufl  paufe. — The 
great  and  aweful  fubjedl  we  are  upon  requires  the 
utmoft  exertion  and  attention,  left  any  thing  fhould 
be  faid  derogatory  from  its  magnitude,  left  any  thing 
merely  conjeftural,  or  not  fufFiciently  founded, 
fhould  be  fuggefted  as  truth.  But  the  declaration 
of  St.  Paul,  added  to  what  St.  John  fays  concerning 
the  Aoyoc,  feems  to  open  to  us  a  new  view  of  things, 
in  which  I  think  many  difficulties  will  be  removed, 
if  what  occurs  to  me  may  be  admitted. 

St,  Paul's  declaration  is,  that  when  all  things  fhall 
be  fubdued  unto  him,  then  alfo  fhall  the  Son  him- 
felf  be  fubje6l  unto  him  that  put  all  things  imder 
him.  Then  fhall  the  difpenfation  of  the  ©iuu9^u}7ros 
be  terminated,  and  the  union  of  the  Aoyog  with  man's 
nature  ceafe ;  then  fhall  the  Son  himfelf  be  fubjecft. 
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The  term  Son,  I  fuppofe,  was  then  firft  aflumed 
when  the  Xoyo;  o-ao^  sysvsTo,  and  that  therefore  the 
Koyog  was  not  necejfarily  viog. 

The  Aoyof,  who  exifted  in  the  beginning,  who 
cxifled  with  God,  who  was  God,  who  exifted  from 
all  eternity,  iv  oc^x'^,  with  God,  became  incarnate, 
and,  in  confequence  of  this  incarnation,   iOsoccraixsQa 
ryjV  ^oPav  aVTOv  ^o^av  oog    uovoysvovg   'uia^cx.   TurocTpog,  we 
beheld  his  glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten 
of  the  Father.     After  this,  the  Evangelift  drops  the 
term  Koyog,  and  ufes  only  Viog ;  and  of  the  viog  he 
fays,  'O  TASOiTYi^  oi.yuTVu  tov  viov  nai  txiuvtu  ^s^iooksv  fv  t>] 
X^i^i  ccmov.     But,  it  is  be  obferved,  that  this  is  not 
faid  of  the  "Koyog,  but  of  the  Son,  /.  e.  of  the  man 
who,  by  the  union  of  the  Koyog  with  him,  became 
the  wo;,  the  Son  of  God.     Until  then  the  final  pe- 
riod of  the  difpenfation,  all  things  are  delivered  into 
the  hands  of  the  Son ;  but,  when  that  period  fhall 
be  fully  come,  and  the  vi6lory  over  death  and  hell 
be  completely  accomplifhed ;  when  all  things  fhall 
be  fubdued  unto  him ;  then,  faith  St.  Paul,  Hiall  the 
Son,  0  viog,  alfo  himfelf  be  fubjedl  unto  him  that  put 
all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all. 
The  ><oyog  will  then  be  altogether  in  the  unity  of  the 
Godhead ;  the  delegated  power  will  be  revoked  from 
the  Son,  on  whom  it  had  been  conferred ;  and  the 
whole  of  the  difpenfation  will  be  finally  clofed,  be- 
caufe  all  its  purpofes  will  have  been  accomplifhed. 

D  4  In 
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In  this  view  of  things  Jesus  Christ,  in  unio* 
with  the  Koyoc^  and  in  that  union  born  the  Son  o/"GoD, 
is  God,  becaufe  the  Aoyo,-  is  God. 

In  thi3  view  alfo,  the  application  of  the  word  ^z- 
5c*.t:-v,  in  the  above-cited  inilance,  as  alfo  in  many 
other  inftaf-ces  of  a  umilar  kind,  does  not  detraft 
at  al  from  the  D'^  initj  of  the  Ao/o^ ;  for  it  is  fo  ap- 
plied, in  confeque.Mce  of  the  filiation  which,  if  I  do 
no;  err,  then  tooji  place,  when  ti^e  Ao/cj  a-a^J  lyi- 

My  reafon  for  thinking  that  the  filiation  then  took 
place,  when  the  "koyoc,  crap^  syivsTo,  is  not  only  de- 
rived from  what  St.  John  fays,  but  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Angel  to  the  BlelTed  Virgin,  as  re- 
corded by  St.  Luke,  i.  35.  Uv:-vij.u  dyiov  sTrsXivcrsjai 
67ri  crs  Kciii  lvv'^ix.ig  v^igov  sTTtTKicco-ii  oor  ^10  koh  to  ysV" 
vw^ivov  ciyiov  xXYjQ^asTcci  vio^  &-ov.  Therefore,  then, 
it  may  be  concluded,  the  title.  Son  of  Gob,  would  be 
when  this  event  fhould  have  taken  place,  and,  of 
courfe,  that  in  the  birth  of  the  Aoyo,-,  in  union  with 
the  crapj  uv9poo7Tivyi3  confifted  the  filiation,  and,  con- 
fequently,  tliat  there  was  no  filiation  prior  to  that 
event. 

,  The  reader  is  requefted  to  be  very  particularly  at- 
tentive to  the  language  of  St.  John :  "  In  the  be- 
**  ginning  was  the  Word,""  and  "  the  Word  was  with 
"  God,"    and  "  the  Word  was  God,"   and  "  He 

"  was 
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•^^  was  in  the  beginning  with  God  ;"  and  after  this  he 
adds,  "  And  the  Word  became  flelh,  and  pitched 
^*  his  tent  with  us,  and  we  beheld  his  glory,"  that 
is,  the  glory  of  the  Word  in  bis  becoming  fiejh,  "  the 
*'  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Father,  full 
*'  of  grace  and  truth."  The  Evangeliffc  doth  not 
fay,  that  the  glory  of  the  Word,  in  his  eternal  exif- 
tence  with  God,  s.v  upx^  "^^og  rov  ©.-oj/,  was  the  glory 
as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father ;  but  he  faith, 
that  the  glory  of  the  Word,  when  he  became  flefl% 
was  fuch.  Therefore,  it  appears  to  be  the  exprefS 
doctrine  of  the  Evangelill,  however  it  may  have 
been  overlooked,  that  the  filiation  conlifted,  and 
confifted  only,  in  the  Word's  becoming  flejh. 

The  difpenfation  of  the  Qimv^^ooTtoc,  is  the  difpenfa- 
tion  of  the  Koyoc,  united  with  man's  nature,  and  in 
that  difpenfation  was  the  revelation  of  what  the  Pro- 
phet Jeremiah  calls  a  nezv  thing  in  the  earth,  the  ma- 
nifeftation  oi  the  Son  of  God,  the  Xoyog  in  uniting 
himfelf  with  man's  nature,  sraTS/v^j-jy  luvrov  yivajjis^ 
vog  vTiYiKoog.  Hence  all  thofe  expreffions  of  commif- 
iion,  delegation,  &c.  at  which  fo  many  have  ftum- 
bled,  they  are  the  neceiiary  confequence  of  the 
new  covenant,  which  God  made  with  man  in  Jesus 
Christ. 

The  Xoyog,  alfo,  in  uniting  himfelf  with  man's  na- 
ture became  the  Son  of  God.  But,  as  the  Son  ne- 
ceffariiy  muil  have  the  nature  of  that  of  which  it  is 

the 
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the  Son  ;  fo  doth  the  term  Son  neceflarily  imply  fub- 
ordinatlon  and  fubjedlion  to  the  will  of  the  Father, 
which  fubordi nation  and  fubjedlion  are  as  truly  fuch, 
if  voluntary,  as  if  by  the  necellity  ef  nature.  There- 
fore, it  is  no  impeachment  of  our  Lord's  Divinity, 
that  he  was  fubordinate,  and  fubjedl ;  therefore,  it 
is  no  impeachment  of  it,  that  he  was  what  a  Son 
necefTarily  muft  be,  inferior  in  refpe(5l  of  the  filia- 
tion, although  not  in  refpedl  of  nature. 

If  this  reprefentation  fhould  be  ajuft  one,  and  it 
is  with  the  utmoft  diffidence  and  dread  that  I  fuggeft 
it  as  fuch,  then,  I  think,  many,  if  not  all,  thofc 
difficulties  with  which  the  minds  of  fome  men  have 
been  perplexed,  will  be  entirely  removed ;  the  feem^ 
ing  contradidlions  will  difappear;  and  we  may  all 
unite  in  the  acknowledgement  of  the  God,  and  of 
the  Man  Christ  Jesus,  of  the  incarnate  Word 
becoming  the  Son  of  God  by  his  birth  in  union 
with  man's  nature,  and  of  the  fubordination  and 
fubje6lion,  as  truly  annexed  to  that  character  as  the 
Divine  Nature  is  by  neceffity.  But  upon  a  fubjedl 
of  fuch  great  importance  as  this,  I  dare  not  take 
upon  myfelf  to  decide.  If  it  is  true,  it  will  force  it- 
felf  upon  the  minds  of  all  who  are  rational  and  tem- 
perate ;  if  it  is  otherwife,  I  wifh  it  not  to  be  received 
by  any.  I  acknowledge,  that  the  fuggeftion  does 
not  entirely  agree  with  one  article  in  the  Nicene 
Creed  as  we  have  it  at  this  day ;  and,  if  that  fhall 
be  thought  a  fufficient  obJe6lion  to  it,  I  fhall  think 
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'it  my  duty  to  fubmit :  but  I  am  to  obferve,  that  the 
words  iDV  S}c  rov  ujccrpog  ysw/jGcVTcc  'vs^o  'uxccvjoov  tcov  ccioo- 
vjcv,  are  not  in  the  Creed,  as  it  was  originally  deli- 
vered in,  and  adopted  by,  the  Nicene  Fathers,  but 
were  added  afterwards,  although  by  whom  is  not 
certainly  known ;  by  fome  it  is  conceived,  they  were 
added  in  the  fecond  o-eneral  council  at  Conftantino- 
pie ;  by  others,  that  they  were  added  by  the  Nicene 
Fathers  after  the  dilTolution  of  the  Council.  This 
latter  opinion  is  adopted  by  the  learned  Archbifhop 
Ufhcr,  in  his  tra6l  Da  SymboHs;  but,  at  the  fame 
time,  he  adds,  that  nothing  can,  with  politive  cer- 
tainty, be  determined  upon  the  fubjedl,  as  the  adts 
of  the  Nicene  Council  are  entirely  lolt.  If,  how- 
ever, they  were  not  added,  till  after  the  diffolution 
of  the  Council,  their  authority,  I  think,  will  there- 
by be  A^ery  much  diminiihed  :  and  at  all  events,  even 
if  they  had  been  in  the  Creed,  as  it  was  originally 
adopted  by  the  Council,  I  do  not  fee  how  the  ysv- 
Vii9£VTcc  'uT^o  'uravTCAjv  TC'jv  ulocvjov  is  to  be  lupported  by 
any  thing  in  the  New  Teftament ;  neither  do  I  fee 
how,  by  the  vSq  of  thefe  words,  we  affirm  more 
ilrongly  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  than  by 
their  omiffion.  If  we  acknowledge  him  to  be  o^oov- 
<rios,  it  is  fufficient,  without  endeavouring  to  reach 
what  lies  fo  very  much  beyond  us.  However,  I 
muft  not  decide  ;  and,  therefore,  fhall  proceed  upon 
the  fame  plan  as  that  on  which  I  began. 


St. 
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St.  John  tells  us,  chap.  viii.  that  Jesus,  in  hii 
difcourfe  to  the  Jews,  having  told  them  that  he  was 
from  above,  and  not  of  this  world,  fays  to  them, 
*'  If  ye  believe  not  that  I  am,  ye  fhall  die  in  your 
**  lins."  In  our  tranflation  it  is,  "  that  I  am  he;" 
but  this  feems  to  be  improper;  the  Greek  is  on  syia 
sijxif  without  any  perfonal  reference;  nor,  indeed, 
had  he  been  faying  any  thing  before,  to  which,  with- 
propriet)^,  it  could  be  referred ;  and,  it  is  plain  the 
Jews  underflood  the  words  as  having  been  fpoktm 
without  any  perfonal  reference,  for,  immediately 
after  they  had  heard  them,  they  afk  him,  2u  ng  et  ? 
as  if  they  had  faid,  the  words  /  am  convey  no  man- 
ner of  information  to  us :  Tell  us  %uho  thou  art  ? 
For,  as  yet,  it  is  evident,  that  they  did  not  under- 
Hand  the  words  in  the  fenfe  in  which  our  Lord 
meant  them.  To  their  enquiry,  therefore,  he  re- 
turns no  other  anfwer,  but  that  he  was  the  fam* 
which  he  had  told  them  from  the  beginning.  How- 
ever, he  adds,  "  When  ye  have  lift  up  the  Son  of 
*'  Man,  then  fhall  ye  know  that  I  am,"  oti  cyco  ;-;/x/, 
adhering  ftill  to  the  fame  form  of  expreffing  him- 
felf :  but  the  Jews,  dull,  and  not  conceiving  as  yet 
that  the  words  extended  fo  far  as  they  really  did, 
heard  them  without  any  direft  or  particular  cenfure : 
at  length,  however,  they  were  efFe6lually  roufed ; 
for,  Jesus  having  told  them,  that,  although  they 
were  the  children  of  Abraham,  yet,  that  they  did 
not  adl  as  Abraham  did ;  for,  fays  he,  '*  Your  fa- 
**  ther  Abraham  rejoiced  to  fee  my  day,  and  he  faw 
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"  It,  and  was  glad :"  and  they,  mifinterpreting  his 
words,  having  anfwered  him,  "  Thou  art  not  yet 
"  fifty  years  old,  and  haft  thou  feen  Abraham  ?" 
our  Lord  replies  to  them,  "  Verily,  verily,  I  fay 
*'  unto  you,  Before  Abraham  was  I  am."  This  re- 
ply ferv^ed  effe^luaily  to  open  their  eyes,  and  they 
faw  plainly  enough  now  what  it  was  he  meant,  when 
he  faid,  *'  If  ye  believe  not  that  I  am  he,  ye  ihall 
*'  die  in  your  lins :"  enraged,  therefore,  to  the 
higheft  degree,  they  inftantly  look  up  ftones  to  have 
caft  at  him,  and  to  have  ftoned  him  to  death  as  a 
blafphemer;  but  he,  by  his  Divine  power,  conveyed 
himfelf  away  from  them. 

I  am  well  aware,  that  in  common  ufage  the  words 
r/oo  zi\i.i  do  not  always  lignify  as  it  is  liere  fuggefted^ 
and  that  in  general  they  only  lignify  a  jxrfonal  pre- 
fence ;  and,  if  it  were  poffible  to  make  fenfe  of  them 
by  fo  interpreting  them,  here  there  would  be  no  rea- 
fon  for  departing  from  the  common  ufage ;  but  in 
this  way  there  is  no  making  any  fenfe  of  them,  as 
without  farther  difcuffion  of  the  fubje6l  may  fafeiy 
be  left  to  the  obfervation  of  any  common  reader : 
for,  if  interpreted  I  am  he,  or  //  is  I,  befide  the  ab- 
furdity  of  fuch  interpretation,  the  queftion  ftill  re- 
curs, 2)u  ii;  H  ?  but,  if  interpreted  as  fpoken  by  the 
Son  of  God,  in  aliertion  of  that  Divine  nature  which 
is  infcparable  from  him,  the  whole  becomes  clear 
and  plain,  without  the  aid  of  any  comment,  and'  the 
Son  of  God  is  God, 

Our 
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Our  Lord  had  been  depidlurlng  himfelf,  in  hls- 
dilcourfe  to  the  Jews,  as  the  Good  Shepherd,  pro- 
bably not  without  fome  allulion  to  the  twenty-third 
Pfalm.     He  had  toid  them,  that  his  fhcep  heard  his 
voice  ;  that  he  gave  unto  them  eternal  life  ;  and,  that 
no  one  Ihould  pluck  them  out  of  his  hand :  "  My 
•'  Father,  fays  he,  Vv'ho  gave  them  to  me,  is  greater 
"'^  than  all,  and  no  one  is  able  to  pluck  them  out  of 
^^  my  Father's  hand.     1  and  my  Father  are  one." 
Thefe  words,  to  a  mind  unlophifticated  widi  fallacy, 
appear  to  be  extremely  plain  and  deciiive,  fo  plain 
and  decifive,  that  much  artifice  has  been  ufed  to 
evade  their  force ;  and  we  are  told  that  no  unity  of 
fubflance  is  exprelied  by  them,  only  an   unity  of 
confent.     But,  how  do  the  words  exprefs  unity  of 
confent,  rather  than  unity  of  fubftancei-     Eyoo  kui  q 
n«T;jp  Iv  Eo-y.sv  is  all  that  is  faid  ;  not  a  fyliable  is  faid 
about  confent  or  any  tiling  elie  ;  the  whole  that  is 
exprefled  is  miiy :  and,  moreover,  had  it  been  in- 
tended, that  the  words  fliould  have  been  confined  in 
their  interpretation  to  confent  only,  the  expreffion 
fliould  have  been  sig  and  not  iv ;  for,  the  neuter  gen- 
der, in  this  inflance,  ligniiies  every  degree  of  unity 
that  is  poflible  without  perlbnal  identity.     That  the 
word  sv  fhould  have  been  in  tlie  mafculine  gender, 
had  It  been  intended  to  exprefs  confent  only,  may 
be  illuftrated  by  a  very  appolite  example  from  Ovid, 
who,  fpeakingof  the  unexampled  friendihip  between 
Fy lades  and  Orejles^  f^-ys, 

^i  duo  corporibus  ?ncntibus  uxus  era7it — 
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"  who,  though  dlftiiK^l  in  their  bodily  fubftance, 
**  were  one,  in  the  confent  and  agreement  of  their 
"  minds."  And,  I  do  not  know,  that  the  Greek 
idiom  in  this  refpe6l  differs  at  all  from  the  Latin, 
or  from  the  idiom  of  any  other  language,  wherein 
the  words  themfelves,  by  their  inflexions,  exprefs 
the  gender.  If  I  am  millaken,  fome  examples  may 
be  produced  undoubtedly,  wherein  the  words  sv  io-y.-v, 
h  sta-i,  are  exprefiive  only  of  mental  agreement. 

The  example  from  i  Cor.  iii.  8.  concerning  St. 
Paul  and  Apollos,  does  not  apply  by  any  means. 
The  context  plainly  ihews,  that  o  <l-€vr£vu:v  h  xca  o- 
'zcoTiQ^v  h  sio-iv  have  no  relation  at  all,  either  to  unity 
of  confent  or  unity  of  fubftance ;  but,  if  I  may  be 
allowed  to  exprefs  myfelf  fo,  to  unify  of  ncthmgnefs^' 
figs  ovTc  0  (pvjivcAjv  sgi  n  ovtb  o  TZoriCxv  uTkK  o  au,^'«vwy 
&cog,o  (pviiVMV  Sc  Ttai  o  'ujotiIoov  h  zL'jiv^  where  h  evi- 
dently has  the  force  of  cwiv. 

However,  one  decilive  proof  vve  have  from  Galat. 
iii.  2,8.  that  where  fubftantial  unity  is  not  intended, 
and  mental  unity  is  intended,  the  word  muft  be  .-;.', 
and  not  h.  Wumc,  yap  vy.2ig,  faith  St.  Paul,  sig  sgs  cv 
"K^igcjo  hyjov. . 

"Eig  iv  sa-jj^cv,  or  sig  to  sv  scij.cV,  if  fuch  had  been  the 
expreffion,  might  indeed  have  favoured  the  conceit 
of  unity  of  confent :  but  as  the  words  now  firand,  the 
conceit  is  groundlefs,  and  without  any  foundation. 

It 
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It  will  avail  nothing  againfl  what  is  here  advanced  t® 
urge  what  is  faid,  (John  xvii.)  where  our  Lord, 
praying  for  his  difciples,    fays,    HuTtp  c^yis,  Ti^prjo-cv 
ciVTOvg  s]/  Tco  ovojjLCiTi  (ToVy  ovi  ^i^MKCig  jj-Oiy  ha,  oo(yiv  Iv  ku- 
^Mg  -^jj^sis'  "  Holy  Father,  keep,  through  thine  own 
''  name,  thofe  whom  thou  haft  given  me,  that  they 
*'  may  be  one,  as  we  are."     The  neuter  gender  is 
here  ufed,  bccaufe  the  unity  intended  is  a  compara- 
tive unity,  comparative  to  the  fubltantial  unity,  be- 
tween the  Father  and  the  Son,  and  as  that  unity  was 
neceffarily  expreffed  by  the  neuter  gender,  therefore 
^'the  comparative  unity  required  to  be  expreffed  by 
the  fame  gender  likewife.     It  does  not  at  all  follow, 
that,  becaufe  it  is  prayed,  "  that  they  may  be  one 
**  as  we  are,""  that  no  other  unity  fubfifts  between 
the  Father  and  the  Son,  than  what  might  be  among 
Chriftians;  for,  if  it  did,  by  the  fame  rule  we  might 
fay,  that  man  may  have  all  the  perfe61:ions  of  God, 
and  that  God  has  none  but  what  men  may  have; 
alfo;  becaufe   it  is  faid,    (Matth.  v.  48.)    "  Be  yc 
''  therefore  perfect,  as  your  Father  which  is  in  hea- 
*'  ven  is  perfe6t."   But,  belide  all  this,  the  objeftion 
is  groundlefs,  on  another  account,  as  may  be  feen 
in  the  22d  and  23d  vcrfes  of  the  chapter  whence  the 
objedtion  is  derived,  for  there  we  read,  "And  the  glory 
^*  which  thou  gaveft  me   I   have   given   them,  that 
*'  they  may  be  one  even  as  we  are  one,  I  in  them, 
*'  and  thou  in  me,  that  they  mify  be  made  perf.  it  in 
*'  one\'  Ivx  ooTi  T-rsA^icvjjLS-^Oi  -ic  ^v ;  which  latter  words 
fix  the  unity  prayed  for  to  a  comparative  refembling 

unity. 
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Unity,  and  are  totally  inapplicable  to  that  whole 
Unity  which  fubfifts  between  the  Father  and  the  Son  : 
For,  the  Father  and  the  Son  iv  sin ;  but  the  unity  of 
Chriftians  is  sig  Iv,  in  accord,  in  the  agreement  of 
their  minds ;  which  were  to  be  as  clofely,  as  per- 
fectly united,  and  in  their  mutual  concurrence  as 
Void  of  all  diftin6lion  as  the  fubftance  of  the  Father 
is  void  of  all  diftindlion  from  the  fubftance  of  the 
Son.  In  the  verfe  immediately  preceding  the  paf- 
fage  under  conlideration,  it  is  faid,  "  That  they  all 
'*  may  be  one,  as  thou  Father  art  in  me,  and  I  in 
/'  thee,  that  they  alfo  may  be  one  in  us;"  hu  yml 
amoL  sv  YiiMV  sv  ootlv -,  which  words  fhew  clearly,  that 
llie  unity  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  is  more  than  the 
Unity  which  was  to  prevail  among  Chriftians,  and 
confequently,  that  it  could  not  be  determined  by  it, 
and  the  words,  without  any  force  put  upon  them, 
may  be  thus  paraphrafed :  "  That  they  may  partici- 
"  pate  in  that  portion  of  our  unity  {iv  y'jxiv)  of 
*'  which  they  are  capable,  in  the  continued  concur- 
''  rence  of  their  hearts  and  minds;"  which  was  ve- 
tified,  as  we  read,  among  the  firft  Chriftians,  Ads 
iv.  32.  "  And  the  multitude  of  them  that  believed, 
*'  were  of  one  heart  and  of  one  foul ;"  jj  :iuphcc  %ui 

But,  if  the  words  "I  and  the  Father  are  one," 
ftgnify  in  confent  only,  the  Jews  who  heard  them 
muft  have  been  guilty  of  a  ftrange  mifappreheniion ; 
lor,  is  not,  ought  not,  every  good  man  to  be  united 
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in  Ills  confent  to  the  Divine  wili3-  How,  then,  could 
the  Jews  pollibly  think  that  there  was  any  thing  cri- 
minal in  the  words  ?  or,  that  they  were  a  blafphemy 
to  be  punifhed  with  death  ?  and  yet  the  EvangeHft 
tells  us,  thus  they  did  conceive  of  them ;  for,  he 
fays,  *'  Then  took  they  up  ftones  again  to  Hone 
**  him."  Nay,  they  themfelves,  in  aniwer  to  our^ 
Lord's  queftion,  for  which  of  his  good  works  they 
ftoned  him  ?  plainly  Ihew,  that  they  did  not  inter- 
pret them  of  unity  of  confent  only ;  for,  their  words 
are,  "  For  a  good  work  we  flone  thee  not,  but  for 
*'  blafphemy,  and  becaufe,  that  thou,  being  a  man, 
*'  makeft  thyfelf  God."  After  fo  plain  a  manifefta- 
tion  of  the  interpretation  they  put  upon  his  words, 
why  does  not  our  Lord,  if  he  meant  unity  of  con- 
fent only,  explain  his  meaning  to  them  ?  Why  does 
he  not  tell  them  that  he  did  not  mean  thereby  to  call 
liimfelf  God  ?  Why  does  he  not  reduce  them  from 
tlie  error  in  which  they  were,  and  whereby  his  own 
]ife  was  threatened  ?  But  he  does  nothing  of  this 
kind :  on  the  contrary,  by  his  anfwer,  he  fully  ac- 
knowledges the  truth  of  their  interpretation,  and  more 
ftrongly  affirms  the  truth  of  his  own  Divine  nature. 
In  their  law,  he  tells  them,  it  is  written,  I  have  faid 
ye  are  Gods;  and,  "  if  he  called  them  Gods,  to 
*'  whom  the  Word  of  God  came,"  and  properly 
called  them  fo,  **  for  the  Scripture  cannot  be  broken, 
*'  fay  ye  of  him  whom  the  Father  hath  fanftified  and 
"  fent  into  the  world;"  that  is,  by  the  union  of 
the  divine  and  human  nature,  */  Thou  blafphemeft, 
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^'  becalife  I  faid,  I  am  the  Son  of  God';"     In  other 
words ;  If,  in  your  law,  the  men  are  without  blaf- 
phemy,  called  Gods,  to  whom  the  Word  of  God 
only  came ;  and  j  if  you  allow  that  there  was  nothing 
of  blafphemy  in  their  being  fo  called,  why  ihould 
you  think  it  blafphemy  for  the  man  to  whom  the 
Word  of  God  is  united  to  fay,  I  am  the  Son  of 
God  ?  But  you  fay,  that  I  am  only  a  man,  that  the 
Word  of  God  is  not  united  to  me,  and  that  I  am 
not  the  Son  of  God.     "  If  (faith  our  Lord)  I  do 
**  not  the  works  of  my  Father,  believe  me  not;"  for 
then  it  will  be  plain,  that  I  am  not  the  Son  of  God, 
'  and  that  the  Word  of  God   is  not  united  to  me; 
**  but,  if  I  do,  though  ye  believe  not  me,  yet  be- 
**  lieve  the  works,  that  ye   may  know,  with  affu- 
*'  ranee,  and  believe  that  the  Father  is  in  me  and  I 
"  in  him.     Therefore,    faith  the  Evangelift,   they 
"  fought  again  to  take  him,"  not  only  becaufe  he 
had  not  retra6ted  what  he  had  faid  before  to  them, 
but  had  affirmed  it  the  more  ftrongly.  —  One  word 
more  before  we  quit  this  chapter ;  and  it  is  to  recom- 
mend it  to  the  very  particular  notice  and   attention 
of  the  reader,  that  the  words,  ''Tiog  lov  Qiov  siyj,  are 
in  this  chapter  plainly  fynonymous  with   Eyco   nai  o 
Hocjvi^  Iv  £o-fi,sv;  for  the  Jews  had  charged  our  Lord 
with  blafphemy,  becaufe  he  had  faid,  "  I  and  the 
*'  Father  are  one;  but,  in  his  anfwer  to  them,  the 
fiippofed  blafphemy  is  afcribed  to  his  having  faid 
that  he  was  the  Son  of  God.     Hence  are  we   mofl 
alTuredly  taught,  by  our  Lord   himfelf,  that  the 
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term,  '^  Son  of  God,"  always  implies  in  it,  that  li^ 
is  a  partaker  in  the  Divine  nature* 

Lazarus,  whom  Jesus  loved,  was  lick:  when  he 
heard  of  it  he  laid,  (John  xi.  4.)  "  This  licknefs  is 
*'  not  unto  death,  but  for  the  glory  of  God,  that 
**  the  Son  of  God  might  be  glorified  thereby."     IF 
the  Son  of  God  was  not  in  unity  with  God,  how 
was  the  Son*s  glory  the  glory  of  God  ?  But  here  it 
is  expreflly  faid,  that  the  glory  of  the  Son,  was  the 
glory  of  God-,   t^Trip  iv^g  lo^r,s  zov  O-ov   Iva   ^c^aa-Syj   & 
'Tio;  Tcv  ©fo'j  y  ccimjg.     Had  the  conjunftion  >cai  in- 
tervened, and  the  text  had  bee>n  xai  iva  lo^aaSri,  &c. 
the  cafe  might  have  been  otherwife ;  but,  as  it  is, 
we  are  moft  plainly  taught  hereby,  that  the  glory 
of  the  Son  of  GaD  is  the  glory  of  God  ;  and  there- 
fore, that  the  Son  of  God  is  God.     This  paffage, 
compared  with  John  xiii.  31,  marks  the  difference 
betv/een  the  terms,  ''  Son  of  God,"  and  "  Son  of 
"  Man  ;"  for,  there  it  is  written,  ''  Now  is  the  Son 
"  of  Man  glorified,  and  God  is  glorified  in  him.    If 
*'  God  be  glorified  in  him,  God  iliall  alfo  glorify 
«*  him   in   himfelf,    and    fhall    ftraightway    glorify 
"  him."     Here  we  are  taught,  that  the  glory  of  the 
Son  of  Man  is  a  communicated  glory,  the  glory  of 
God  in  him ;  but  the  glory  of  the  Son  of  God  is  the 
proper  glory  of  God,  the  proper  glory  of  himfelf  as 
being  God  ;  whereas  the  glory  of  the  Son  of  Man 
is  not  a  glory  proper^ eflential  to  himfelf,  but  is  the 
glory  of  God  in  himj  and,  therefore,  God  was  glo- 
fj  rified 
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rifled  by  the  Son  of  Man's  being  glorified ;  Ni;v  5J0- 
^oco'^vi  °  ^^^i  '^^^  ay9poo7rov  koci   6  &sog  e^o^aa^'/i  sv   avTOc* 
It   is    hence    almoft    impoilible    not    to    obferve, 
how  the  errors  of  thofe  minds,  which  are  not  per- 
fuaded  of  the  truth  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  pro- 
ceed, in  all  probability,  from  inattention  to  the  two 
chara6lers  which  he  fuftained,  as  the  Son  of  God, 
and  the  Son  of  Man.   In  the  prefent  inftance,  where 
the  words  are  fpoken  in  confequence  of  Judas  having 
withdrawn  for  the  purpofe  of  betraying  him,  it  all 
belonged  to  him  as  the  Son  of  Man.     In  the  former 
inftance  they  all  belonged  to  his  Divine  chara61:er ; 
in  this,  he  exerted  his  Divine  power,  in  recalling  a 
man  to  life,  who  had  been  dead,  and  four  days  bu- 
jied ;  and  therefore  that  exertion  of  power  is  faid  to 
be  for  the  glory  of  God,  without  any  regard  had, 
or  notice  taken,  of  his  being  the  Son  of  Man.     In 
that,  where  fufferings  were  to  be  the  confequence  of 
the  treachery  of  Judas,  it  is  therefore  faid,  Now  is 
the  Son  of  Man  glorified,  who  alone  was  to  endure 
thofe  fufferings,  without  any  regard  had,  or  notice 
taken,  of  his  being  the  Son  of  God  only,  as  GoU 
ivas  in  him ;    therefore,  through  his  fortitude  and 
patient  perfeve ranee  under  them,  God   would  alfo 
confequentially  be  glorified. 

•  Let  us  now  proceed  to  the  next  chapter,  John 
xiv.  a  chapter  much  to  be  obferved,  and  which,  if 
we  do  not  admit,  our  Lord's  Divinity  is  abfolutely 
unintelligible.     Our  Lord,  comforting  his  difci- 
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pies,  bids  them,  that  they  Hiould  not  be  troubled^ 
"Ye  believe  in  God,  believe  alfo  in  me."  The 
Greek  is,  n/$5tiT.:  sig  jov  (dzov,  xui  sig  s^s  ■zjr/$-iu:-T5. 
Upon  this  it  is  obvious  to  remark,  that  the  fame 
faith  which  is  required  of  them  towards  Goj]!,  he  re- 
quires of  them  towards  himfelf ;  it  is  a  faith  ng  ©gov 
and  sig  iixc.  Now,  where  the  faith  is  equal,  they 
who  require  that  faith  mull  be  equal  likewife.  Ne- 
ver yet  was  it  heard,  that  the  fame  faith  was  due  to 
^  created  being,  or  to  what  is  not  God,  as  to  God 
the  Creator  himfelf;  but  here  the  Son  ex;a(5ls  of  his 
(lifciples  the  very  fame  faith,  which  furely  he  woulcj 
not  do,  if  his  being  were  different  from  the  being  of 
God;  and  his  exa6ling  it  of  us,  if  he  is  not  Godi 
himfelf,  is  leading  us  into  an  error ;  which  it  is  im- 
pollible  for  him  to  do. 

After  fome  intervening  difcourfe,  he  faith  to  his 
difciples,  "  If  ye  had  known  me,  ye  fhould  have 
*'  known  my  Father  alfo;  and,  from  henceforth,  ye 
f  know  hiiri,  and  have  feen  him.'''  Thefe  words  the 
difciples  not  at  all  comprehending,  Philip  faith  to 
him,  *'  Lord  fhew  us  the  Father,  and  it  fufficeth 
f*  us."  He  is  anfwered  in  thefe  very  remarkable 
words,  "  Have  I  been  fp  long  time  with  you,  and 
*{  yet  haft  thou  not  known  me,  Philip  ?  He  that 
f '  hath  feen  me  hath  fcen  the  Father ;  and  how  fay- 
*'  eli  thou.  Shew  us  the  Father  ?  Believeft  thou  not 
<'  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  ui  me} 
*'  The  words  that  I  fpeak  unto  you,  I  fpeak  not  of 
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*'  rayfelf,  but  my  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he 
*'  doeth  the  works.  Believe  me,  {wigsvers  ^jioi,)  that 
*'  I  am  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  me,  or  elfe 
"  beheve  me  for  the  very  work's  fake."  I  have  given 
this  paffage  at  its  full  length,  and  now  requeft  the 
reader  to  try  what  fenfe  he  can  make  of  it,  If  the 
Son  is  not  God,  in  unity  with  the  Father;  I  do  not 
mean  that  he  Ihould  try  by  what  juggling  and  leger- 
demain tricks  he  may  get  rid  of  its  force,  but  how, 
by  any  fair  and  honeft  mode  of  interpretation,  he 
can  interpret  ibe/e  words  into  any  fenfe  if  Jesus 
Christ  is  not  God  in  unity  with  the  Father. 

The  word  sMpanars  may  indeed  be  interpreted  of 
the  mind's  eye  of  contemplation  ;  but  I  do  not  know 
that  it  can  be  fo  interpreted,  except  the  a6lion  of 
the  bodily  organ  hath  firft  intervened,  where  a  per- 
fon  is  not  in  a  trance,  nor  hath  his  vifual  powders 
fufpended  by  fleep.  But  let  us  fuppofe  it  to  be 
otherwife :  let  us  fuppofe,  that  the  difciples,  who 
were  neither  in  a  trance,  nor  afleep,  are  told,  "  that 
*'  he,  who  in  his  mind  hath  contemplated  me,  hath  in 
"  his  mind  alfo  contemplated  the  Father,"  and  that 
the  contemplation  of  the  Son  neceflarily  involves  in  it 
the  contemplation  of  the  Father,  what  will  be  gotten 
hereby  ?  Nothing :  for,  if  the  Father  and  the  Son 
have  not  the  fame  nature,  the  contemplation  of  the 
one  will  not  involve  in  it  the  contemplation  of  the 
Other,  any  more  than  the  contemplation  of  a  circle 
will  involve  in  it  the  inftrument  by  which  it  is  de- 
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fcrjbed;  for,  afluredly,  a  man  may  contemplate  a, 
circle  without  having  given  the  moll  diftant  notion 
of  that  by  which  it  is  defcribed.  Who  would  not 
be  laughed  at  who  fhould  fay,  he  that  hath  feen  a 
circle  hath  feen  a  pair  of  compaffes  ?  And  it  would 
be  equally  as  abfurd,  if  the  Son  hath  not  the  fame 
nature  as  the  Father,  to-  fay,  he  that  hath  feen  the 
Son  hath  feen  the  Father  alfo ;  for,  if  the  Son  hath 
not  the  fame  nature  as  the  Father,  it  is  impollible 
that  in  the  Son  the  Father  fhould  be  feen,  whether 
by  the  eye  of  the  body,  or  of  the  mind ;  for,  moil 
certain  we  may  be,  if  vve  give  credit  to  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  Gofpel,  that  the  perfon  of  the  Son  is. 
not  the  perfon  of  the  Father;  and,  therefore,  it 
ftiould  feem,  that  the  words  we  have  been  coniider- 
ing  do  not  relate  to  a  perfonal  view  of  the  Son,  and 
by  confequence,  if  they  do  not  relate  to  a  perfonal 
view  of  him,  they  muft  relate  to  him  in  fome  other 
view,  common  equally  to  the  Father  as  to  the  Son, 
that  is,  in  the  view  of  that  Divine  nature  which  is 
common  to  both.  Hence,  he  that  hath  feen  the 
Son  hath  feen  the  Father  alfo.  The  contemplation 
of  the  Son's  Divine  nature  is  the  contemplation  of 
the  Father's,  becaufe,  the  Divine  nature  is  one  only; 
juft  as  by  an  imperfedl  illuftration  we  may  fay,  the. 
contemplation  of  the  human  nature  in  one  man  is, 
the  contemplation  of  the  hurhan  nature  in  the  whole 
fpecies,  becaufe  the  human  nature  is  one  only,  and 
not  diverfiiied. 

That 
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That  we  do  not  mllinterpret  our  I/Orb's  words 
when  we  thus   afcribe  them  to  his  participation  in 
the  unity  of  the  Divine  Nature,  there  is  the  greateft 
reaion  to  beheve,  becaufe  he   fays,    *'  Beheve  me 
^'  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me/' 
Now  what  poffible  meaning  can  be  affixed  to  thefe 
words  if  they  do  not  require  us  to  believe  the  unity 
of  the  Son,  in   the  divine  nature  with  the  Father, 
Perfonal  identity,  we  are  well  affured,  they  cannot 
relate  to  ;  and,  if  they  do  not,  there  is  no  other  iden  - 
tity  to  which  they  can  relate,  but  identity  of  nature 
If,  indeed,  the  words  are  fuppofed  to  have  no  litera\ 
meaning,    then  conjedture  may   boldly  traverle  its 
own   regions   without   interruption,  and   the  v^ords 
may  lignify  any  thing  or  nothing,  according  to  the 
track  in  which   the   imagination  wanders.     But,  if 
they  have  a  literal  meaning,  no  conjeAure  or  rea- 
foning  upon  the  fubjecft  is  admiffible,  which  is  not 
founded  upon  the  balls  of  that  literal  meaning  :  and 
a  literal  meaning  they  moft  aflliredly  have,  or  they 
have  no  meaning  at  all.     For  Philip,  not  conceiving 
Jiow  he  could  be  faid  to  have  feen  the  Father,  fays, 
*'  Lord,   iTiew  us  the  Father,  and  it  fufficeth  us.'' 
This  requilition  is  a  plain  and  literal  one,  and  there- 
fore required  an  aniwer  that  fhould  be  plain  and  li- 
teral likewife  ;  for,  if  it  did  not  literally  apply  to  the 
queftion,    it   would    be   fo   far   from   being    fatif- 
fa(Story  to   the  enquirer,    that  it  would  rather  be 
deemed  an  evalion  than  an  anfwer.     What  then  is 
the  anfwer  ?  It  is  an  anfwer  that  truly  and  literally 
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applies  itfclf  to  the  queftion :  "  Have  I  been  fo  lon^ 
"  time  with  you,  and  yet  haft  thou  not  known  me, 
*'  Philip  ?  He  that  hath  {een  me,  hath  feen  the  Fa- 
*'  ther,  and  how  fayeft  thou.  Shew  us  the  Father  ? 
*'  Beheveft  thou  not  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and 
♦'  the  Father  in  me  ?"  Words  that  more  direftly 
?ipply  in  anfwer  to  the  queftion,  I  know  not  where 
we  fhall  iind;  and,  therefore,  as  applying  fo  di- 
redlly  to  the  queftion,  they  are  to  be  interpreted 
according  to  their  plain  and  obvious  acceptation. 
Shew  us  the  Father,  fays  Philip ;  and  the  anfwer  is. 
In  me  you  have  feen  the  Father,  for  I  am  in  the 
Fatiier,  and  the  Fatlier  is  in  me. 

It  is  obfervable,  that  when  our  Lord  afterts  -feis- 
tls  divine  unity  with  the  Father,  he  doth  not  pro- 
pofe  it  to  the  difciples  for  the  inveftigation  of  their 
leafoning  powers.  He  knew  that,  at  prefent,  it  lay 
far  beyond  the  reach  of  thofe  powers,  and  therefore 
to  Philip  he  fays,  Ov  zs-igcvsig,  &c.  and  again,  ot/- 
^ivsT£  ^01 ;  and  again,  E/  §i  /x>?,  5/a  7 a.  spycc  'oingcVSTs 
f.01 ;  but,  in  the  progrefs  of  his  difcourfe,  he  tells 
them,  that  when  the  Spirit  of  Truth  was  come  to 
them,  "  At  that  day  ye  fhall  knoiv  that  I  am  in  my 
*'  Father,  and  you  in  me,  and  I  in  you."  Thus  it 
ftands  in  our  tranflation  ;  but  I  queftion  whether  the 
word  on  is  righdy  rendered  or  not ;  I  fhould  rather 
exprefs  it  by  quatenm,  and  fo  make  it  lignificant  of 
the  refpe6t^the  degree^in  which  he  was  in  his  Fa- 
ther, and  they  in  him,  and  he  in  them  j  for  it  can- 
not 
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not  de  doubted,  but  that  the  words  Eyw  ?v  tw  TjraTfli 
^ov  are  different  in  manner  and  degree  from  J/^?/^  sv 
ilJLOc.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  will,  the  purport  of 
the  paffage  is,  "  that  when  the  Spirit  of  Truth  was 
"  come,  he  fhould  communicate  to  them  that  cer- 
*'  tainty  of  knowledge  which  their  reafoning  powers 
"  alone  could  not  attain  unto.  For  the  prefent 
^'  you  muft  give  credit  to  me,  or  if  not  to  me,  at 
*'  leaft  to  the  works  which  I  do  ;  but  when  the  Spirit 
^^  of  Truth  is  come,  he  iliall  lead  you  into  all  truth, 
"  and  then  fhall  you  know  the  certainty  of  thofe 
M  things  which  I  now  require  you  to  believe." 

Before  we  quit  this  chapter,  it  will  be  neceffary 
to  take  notice  of  a  paifage  towards  the  conclufion  of 
it,  which  has  by  many  been  mifunderftood,  ver.  28. 
*'  Ye  have  heard  how  I  faid  unto  you,  I  go  away 
^'  and  come  again  unto  you.  If  ye  loved  me,  ye 
^'  would  rejoice,  becaufe  I  faid,  I  go  unto  the  Fa- 
''  ther,  For  my  Father  is  greater  than  I."  Thefe 
latter  words  are  contrived  to  be  indifputable  evi- 
dence of  the  Son's  inferiority.  As  he  is  inferior  to 
God,  faith  the  Socinian,  he  is  no  God  at  all.  As 
he  is  inferior  to  the  Father,  faith  the  Arian,  he 
therefore  is  not  confubftantial,  and  equal  to  him ; 
but  they  both  feera  to  be  wrong.  The  Greek  is, 
pT»  0  'oTaTVjp  jxov  jj^si^ocv  JJ.OV  sgt.  To  have  favoured 
their  conceits  the  v/ord  Ihould  have  been  /xj/C'ov, 
which  it  is  not :  jocf/^wvexprefTeth  onlya  circumftantial 
preatnefs,  which  may  be   among  equals.    But,  it 
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will  be  fald,  what  circumftantlal  greatnefs  can  therd 
be  in  the  divinityi  It  is  anfwered  thus :  Our  Lord 
hath  told  us,  that  he  came  out  from  God,  and  came 
into  the  world,  and  that  he  came  out  from  the  Fa- 
ther E^i^A^o)/  rsotm  rov  ©fou,  wot^a.  rov  'uirurpog,  that  he 
came  out  not  to  do  his  own  will,  but  the  will  of  him 
that  fent  him  in  an  union  with  our  human  nature.  In 
this  ftate  he  was  in  a  voluntaiy  ftate  of  humiliation, 
and  as  the  Scripture  fpeaketh,  he  humbled  himjelf  \ 
and,  in  this  ftate  of  humiliation  he  faith,  o  ijsajr^^  fxau 
fjLHC^MV  [xov  cgi.  In  his  divine  prayer,  John  xvii.  he 
prayeth :  "  And  now,  O  Father,  glorify  me  with 
"  tliine  ownielf,  with  the  glory  -which,  I  had  wit b 
*'  thee  before  the  zvorld  was"  Now,  it  is  evident, 
when  he  thus  prayed,  that  he  was  not  at  that  tim6 
in  that  glory,  and  therefore  was  he  in  a  circumftan- 
tial  degree  of  inferiority ;  and,  confequently,  when 
he  faid  the  Father  was  greater,  it  was  no  impeach- 
ment of  his  elTential  equality  with  the  Father,  the 
inferiority  was  all  circumftantial ;  it  was  becaufe  he 
was  in  a  ftate  of  humiliation,  which  the  Father  was 
not ;  it  was  becaufe  he  had  divefted  himfelf  of  his 
divine  glory  when  he  took  our  nature  upon  him, 
and  became  man,  which  the  Father  had  not.  What 
fenfe  or  meaning  is  there  in  the  paftage  under  con- 
lideration,  if  the  Socinian  or  Arian  interpretation  is 
juft  ?  "  If  ye  loved  me  ye  would  rejoice,  becaufe  I 
*'  Ikid  I  go  unto  the  Father:"  and  the  reafon  why 
they  would  rejoice,  becaufe  he  went  unto  the  Fa- 
ther, is  aftjgned,  ' '  For  my  Father  is  greater  than  I.'* 
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But  wliat  ground  of  rejoicing  could  thete  be  in  this, 
that  he  was  to  go  unto  the  Father,  and  there  to  be 
in  a  ftate  of  inferiority  ?     This  could  not  ferve  to 
elevate  the  hearts  of  his  difciples ;  whereas,  confider 
him  in  a  ftate  of  humiliation,  as  quiefcent  in  his  own 
will,  and  as  having  divefted  himfelf  of  his  own  di- 
vine glory,  which  he  had  with  the  Father  before  the 
world  was,  and  the  whole  becomes  plain  and  intelli- 
gible.    He  left  them  to  go  unto  the  Father,  to  be  in 
his  original  greater  glory  with  the  Father,  and  who 
was  greater  in  glory  than  he  at  that  time  was.     He 
left  them  to  reaffume  that  efientlal  participation  of 
the  Father's  glory,  which  he  had,  for  a  while,  laid 
afide,  that  he  might  become  man,  and  to  be  in  that 
Hate  of  divine  exaltation,  which  was  greater  than 
any  thing  they  had  beheld  in   him   here   on  earth. 
Here,  then,  was  ample  ground  of  triumph  and  exul- 
tation for  the  difciples :  their  Mafter  did  not  leave 
them  to  be  ftill  farther  degraded  and  defpifed ;  he 
did  not  leave  them  in  order  to  continue  in  his  pre- 
fent  ftate  of  humiliation,  but  to  quit  it,  and  to  be 
OTapa  Tw  'zs-cxT^i,  who  being  [MH^CAiv,  he  being  with  him 
would  be  greater  alfo ;  and  here  it  mull  be  owned, 
that  the  difciples,  notwithftanding  all  their  Mafter 
had  faid  to  them,  did  not,  as  yet,  feem  perfeftly  to 
comprehend  him.    It  feems  as  if  they  did  not  rightly 
underftand  what  he  meant  by  coming  out  from  the 
Father,     At  length,  however,  their  minds  are  open- 
ed ;    and  our  Lord  having  told  them,    John  xvi. 
that  the  time  was  coming,  wherein  he  fnould,  with- 
out 


(     64     ) 

*  out  a  parable,  llicw  tliem  openly  of  the  Father ;  that 
the  Father  loved  them,  becaiife  they  had  loved  him, 
and  had  believed  that  he  came  out  from  God,  's^txpoc 
TOO  Qsco',  he  adds,   "  1   came  out  fro/n  the  Father, 
*'  and  am  come  into  the  World :  again,  I  leave  the 
*'  world,  and  go  unto   the  Father."     Thefe  words 
efFedlually  removed  all  their  doubts  and  difficiilties, 
and,  in   a  tranfport   of  faith,  they  reply  to   him, 
*'  Now  We  know  that  thou  knoweft  all  things,  and 
"  needell  not  that  any  man  fhould  alk  thee.     By 
*'  this  we  believe  that  thou  cameft  out  from  God." 
words  moft  llrongly  attefting  to  the  divinity  of  their 
bleired  Mafter,  but   which  feem  to  have    operated 
tipon  them  only  for  the  prefent  moment,  for,  foon 
after,  they  were  all  fcattered,  forfook  him,  and  left 
him  alone  ;  and  yet,  fays  our  Lord,  when  he  fore- 
xvarned  them  of  the  event,  **  I  am   not   alone,  for 
*'  the  Father  is  with  me  ;"  to  whom  the  Son  of  God 
was  infeparably  united  in  the  Divine  Nature,  as  he 
had  repeatedly  told  them  before,  when  he   faid  to 
them,  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me^  which 
is  an  unity;  if  language  ha^  any  meaning. that  is  in- 
feparable.     Should  the  reader,  however,  think  fit  to 
adopt  the  fuggeftion  which  has  already  been   made 
concerning;  the  filiation,  the  words  we  have   been 
conlidering  will  have   no   manner   of  difficulty   in 
them.     The  flate  of  a  Father  is  evidently  fuperior  to 
that  of  a  Son ;  and,  therefore,  when  the  Son  went 
to  the  Father, he,  with  truth  and  propriety,  would 
fay,  "  My  Father  is  greater  than  Ij"    becaufe,  as 
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the  Aoybg  had  humbled  himfelf  to  become  a  Son  by 
jbis  birth  of  the  Virgin,  in  union  with  man  s  nature, 
therefore,  by  neceffity,  the  Father,  in  that  refpedt, 
muft  be  greater,  otherwife  the  humiliation  would 
not  be  real.  And,  moreover,  on  account  of  this 
humiliation  therefore,  the  Son  is  declared  not  to 
know  the  hour  of  the  day  of  judgement,  the  Father 
having  referved  the  times  and  the  feafons  in  his  own 
power ;  which  refervation  was  not  becaufe  the  Fa- 
ther is  more  God  than  the  Aoyoc,  but  in  evidence  of, 
and  becaufe,  the  Aoyog  had  humbled  himfelf. 

If  the  Son  of  God  is  God,  as  hath  been  afTumed 
from-the-the  terms  Son  of  God,  and  as  by  this  time 
appears  to  be  no  groundlefs  afTumption,  then  all 
the  privileges,  prerogatives,  properties,  and  w^hat- 
ever  effentially  pertaineth  unto  God,  are  the  Son  of 
God's.  This,  I  apprehend,  is  undeniable.  Hear 
then  what  he  himfelf  faith  to  his  difciples,  John  xvi. 
*'  When  he,  the  Spirit  of  Truth,  is  come,  he  Ihall 
''  guide  you  into  all  truth.  He  fliall  glorify  me, 
*'  for  he  fhall  receive  of  mine,  and  fhall  fliew  it 
*'  unto  you.  All  things  that  the  Father  hath,  way- 
*'  7^  oG-a  s%H  0  OTa7'/^>  omnia  qualiaciinque  pater-  habety 
*'  are  mine;  therefore  I  faid  unto  you  that  he  pall 
'*  take  cf  mine,  and  fhew  it  unto  you."  Is  it  poffi- 
ble,  if  language  has  meaning,  that  words  can  be 
more  expreflive  than  thefe,  "  All  things  whatfiever 
"  the  Father  hath  are  mine  ?"  Therefore,  he  is  God 
in  unity  with  the  Father,  otherwife  the  words  could 
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iidt  be  truei  Again,  chap.  xvii.  where  he  is  pray- 
ing for  his  difciplesj  he  fays,  "  I  pray  for  them,  I 
*'  pray  not  for  the  world,  but  for  them  which  thou 
*'  haft  given  me ;  for  they  are  thine,  and  all  mine 
*'  ans  thine,  and  thine  are  mine,  arid  I  am  glorified 
*'  in  them."  The  Greek  is,  Ka/  ra  e/xa  ziyui^u  <roc  sgc 
TicKi  Tu  <ya  i-ycc,  that  is,  all  thai  I  have  is  thine,  and 
that  thou  hajl  is  mine.  What  language  is  this,  with 
which  to  addrefs  the  Omnipotent  Father  and  God 
of  the  univerfe,  if  the  perfon  fo  addreffing  him  is 
not  equal  and  confubftantial,  or  is,  in  any  degree, 
in  his  nature  inferior  to  God  ?  Addrefs  your  fupe- 
rior  neighbour  in  terms  of  this  kind,  and  v/onder 
not  if  }ou  meet  with  a  return  anfwerable  to  your 
prefumption  and  infolence.  Quibbles  and  evafions 
here,  from  the  indeterminate  language  of  the  EnglilTi, 
are  all  entirely  frivolous  and  ufelefs.  The  Greek  in 
this,  as  in  the  foregoing  inftance,  is  in  the  neuter 
plural,  which  comprehends  every  thing  that  is  con- 
ceivLible  and  poflible,  '^uv^u  ocrix.  c%n  o  TAyaj-zio  spicc  sp, 
and  Tcc  o'u  sij.oc. 

I  fliall  produce  only  one  paffage  more  from  the 
holy  Evangelift,  Chap.  xx.  and  it  is  relative  to  our 
Lord's  making  himfelf  knovv'n  to  Thomas,  after  his 
refurrecllon.  It  feems  he  had  appeared  to  many  of 
the  dllciples,  who  had  informed  Thomas  that  they 
had  fecn  the  Lord  ;  but  he  gave  no  credit  to  them, 
declaring  that,  except  he  had  the  moft  certain  pof- 
fibie  evidence,   he  Ihould  pay  no  regard  either   to 
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^lieir  teftimony  or  to  appearances.  Some  days  af- 
terwards it  happened  that  the  difclples  were  affem- 
bled  together,  and  Thomas  was  among  the  number. 
Unexpedledly,  the  doors  being  fhut,  Jesus  appear- 
ed in  the  midft,  and,  when  he  had  calmed  their 
minds  by  fpeaking  peace  to  them,  he  calls  to  Tho- 
mas, and  bids  him  put  his  finger  into  his  hands,  and 
thruft  his  hand  into  his  lide,  and  "  be  not  faithlefs, 
''  but  believing."  Obferve  well  the  condudl  of 
Thomas  upon  this  occalion ;  he  faw  enough  to  con- 
vince him  of  all  he  wanted  to  know,  he  faw  the 
wounds,  he  faw  that  it  was  his  crucified  mafter, 
therefore  A7rixpi9Yj  o  ©w/xo^^  kui  sittsv  ATTH,  J  Kv^ioq 
(j^ov  %oci  0  ©so;  IJ.OV,  "  Thomas  anfv/ered  and  faid  ta 
him.  My  Lord  and  my  God."  To  evade  the 
force  of  this  confeflion  of  Thomas,  much  art  and 
many  quibbles  have  been  reforted  to ;  and,  among 
the  refl,  it  has  been  fuggefled  that  the  words  were 
merely  an  efFufion  of  furprife  and  aflonifhment,  and 
therefore  not  to  be  regarded  as  of  any  confequence. 
But  why  fhould  furprife  and  aflonifhment  caufe  him 
to  ufe  thefe  words  rather  than  any  other  ?  The  fbrce 
of  fudden  furprife,  I  acknowledge,  is  very  great, 
bat  is  not  fuch  as  to  make  a  man  fpeak  what  is  of 
no  confequence,  but,  juft  the  contrary,  to  make 
him  fpeak  things  that  are  of  the  utmofl  confequence, 
to  fpeak  the  things  that  really  are,  and  not  the 
things  that  are  not.  When  the  gentleman's  fer- 
vant  difcovered  our  Charles  11.  under  the  difp-uife  in 
which  he  lay  in  bed,  how  did  the  poor  fellow's  fud- 
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den  furprife  operate  upon  him  ?  He  dropped  iiport 
his  knee,  and  addrefTed  him  with  the  terms  King 
and  Majefty;  terms,  at  that  time,  dangerous  to  be 
ufed,  becaule  true.  But  thefe  true  terms  were  drawn 
from  him  under  the  fuddennefs  of  his  furprife,  and 
therefore  the  fuddennefs  of  furprife  operates  towards 
the  manifeftation  of  real  truths ;  and  hence,  if  from 
this  caufe  Thomas  called  his  mafter  his  Lord  and 
his  God,  his  calling  him  fo  ought  to  be  mofl  fe- 
riouHy  attended  to,  as  being  the  genuine  evidence 
of  what  Thomas  was  really,  and  from  his  heart,  per- 
fuaded  that  he  was.  However,  Thomas's  words  did 
not  proceed  from  any  fuch  caufe  as  this.  They 
were  a  concife,  but  complete,  confeffion  and  decla- 
ration of  his  faith,  deliberately  conceived,  and  from 
convidlion,  and  contain  much  more  in  them  than 
generally  had  been  imagined.  They  are  in  acknow- 
ledgement, that  the  perfon  to  whom  he  addreffes 
himfelf  is  the  Son  of  Man,  invelled  with  all  power 
in  heaven  and  in  earth ;  and  they  are  in  atteftation 
of  his  Divinity,  and  that  he  is  ibe  Son  of  God.  Ku- 
fiof,  as  is  evident  from  its  theme  Kv^og,  'and  its  deri- 
vative Ku^/euw,  which  lignifies  io  exercife  dominion,  is 
a  perfon  that  has  dominion.  This,  therefore,  Tho- 
mas acknowledges  in  his  crucified  Mafter,  when  he 
fays  to  him,  "O  Kup/oj  ^ov,  and  when  he  addrefTcs  to 
him  the  words  'O  ©ccj  ju,ou,  he  thereby  acknowledges 
his   Divinity   in   his   union   with   the   Aoyog,    who 
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There  has  been,  it  is  to  be  feared,  a  too  general 
mifapprehenlion,  that  the  words  under  conlideration 
are  merely  a  repetition  of  the  fame  idea ;  but  the 
ideas  are  totally  diflin^l.  The  former  words  we 
may,  perhaps,  the  more  clearly  fee  the  force  of,  if 
w^e  attend  to  the  following  particulars :  When  Je- 
sus, fupported  by  his  union  with  the  Aoyog,  had 
gone  through  all  his  various  fcenes  of  perfecution 
and  rebuke,  linlefs,  and  without  fpot  or  blemifli, 
he,  at  length,  was  brought  to  the  laft  fad  a61:s  of 
the  dreadful  tragedy,  and  nailed  to  the  crofs.  Un- 
der thefe  circumftances,  it  was  neceflary  that  the 
Divinity  fhould  withdraw,  that  all  might  be  accom- 
plifhed,  and  Jesus  expire.  He  withdrew;  Jesus 
moft  feelingly  exclaimed,  "  My  God,  my  God, 
**  why  haft  thou  forfaken  me'K'  foon  after  which  all 
was  finillied ;  he  bowed  the  head,  and  gave  up  the 
ghoft.  From  the  crofs  he  v/as  removed  to  the  fepul- 
chre,  and  on  the  third  day  the  Divinity  ref  jmed  its 
union,  and  God  raifed  up  that  fame  Jesus,  v.'ho 
was  crucified,  from  the  dead.  He  raifed  him  up  to 
be  moft  amply  recompenfed  for  all  his  grievous  fuf- 
ferings,  and  for  the  work  which  he  had  accomplifh- 
ed,  to  be  a. prince  and  a  favlour,  to  be  both  Lob.d 
and  Christ.  *'  Let  all  thehoufe  oflfrael"  (faith 
St.  Peter,  AAs  ii.  36.)  "  know  affuredly,  that  God 
**  hath  made  that  fame  Jesus,  whom  ye  have  cru- 
*'  cified,  both  Lord  and  Christ  :"  Kveiov  xat  Yi^i- 
f  ov.  And  he  himfelf  faith  to  his  difciples,  after  his 
refurre6lion,   '*  AH  power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven 
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*'  and  in  earth."     This  power,  it  is  prefumed.,  wa5 
given  him  as  a  recompence   for  his  fufFerings,  in 
confequence  of  his  union  with  the  Ao/oj ;  for,  the 
Son  of  God,  after  the  refurre6lion  of  Jesus,  re- 
turning to  the  bofom  of  his  Father,  and  to  the  glory 
which  he  had  with  him  before  the  world  was,  necef- 
farily  carried  with  him  the  crucified  Jesus,  in  whom 
he  had  tabernacled,  and  there  placed  him  at  the 
tight  hand  of  the  Majefty  on  high ;  and,  the  union 
flill  continuing,  all  power  v^as  devolved  upon  him ; 
and  *'  God  highly  exalted   him,  and  gave  him  a 
"  name  that  is  above  every  name,  that  at  the  name 
*^  of  Jesus  every  knee  fhould   bow,  of  things   in 
*'  heaven,  and  things  in  earth,  and  things  under 
**  the  earth,  and  that  every  tongue  fhould  confefs 
*'  that  Jesus  Christ   is  Lord,    ki  Kvpiog  lyjo-ovg 
*'  Xptgog,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."    Philip. 
ii.  9.     IniprelTed  with  thefe,  or  with  fimilar  fenti- 
ments,  Thomas,   when   he   faw   that   his   crucified 
Mafter  really  was  rifen  from  the  dead,  knowing  the 
power  by  which  he  was  raifed,  and  the  confequences- 
that  followed  from  that  refurredlion,  in  this  exalta- 
tion, mofi  amply,  and  without  any  referve,  makes 
a  full  confefTion  of  his  faith,    'O  Kvpiog  }j.ov,    xai   o 
Gio?  //oii;    a  confefTion  vdiich  the  Lord    received 
with  full   approbation,    as   appears   by  the  anfwer 
which  he   made  to  Thomas,  "  Beeaufe  thou  hafl 
*«  feen,  thou  hafl  believed,"  namely,  that  I  am  0 
Y.v^Lo;  y.ui  0  Qiog,    *'  BlefTcd  are  they  that  have  not 
<*  feen,  and  yet  have  believed." 
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But  it  will  be  neceffary  to  give  this  matter  a  little 
farther  coniideration.     Our  Loud  had  faid  to  Tho- 
mas, Mvj  yivov  DCTTigog,  ocKKu  'urigog  ;  in  the  tranflation, 
"  Be  not  faithlefs,  but  believing;"  which  appears  to 
be  erroneous ;  for,  zs-igog  does  not  properly  fignify 
believing,  hut perfuaded,  convinced:  its  theme  is  -cusiQm, 
■perfuadeo,  and  it  is  formed  from  the  perfe6lum  paf- 
iive ;  and,  however  it  may  feem  in  fome  inftances 
to  have  an  aAive  iignificationj  its  general  and  pri- 
mary lignification  is  paffive.     By  fome  it  is  thought 
never  to  have  an  a6live  iignifi cation ;  and,  perhaps, 
it  would  be  very  difficult  to  prove  the  contrary  from 
any  inftances  in  the  New  Teftament.    In  the  prefent 
inftance,    however,  its  lignification  is  undoubtedly 
paffive ;  for,  otherwife,  Thomas  would  be  required 
to  believe  the  fa6l  to  be  true,  when   he  had  ocular 
convicftion,  and  knew  that  it  really  was  true ;  which 
would  have  been  abftird,  inafmuch  as  faith  is  inap- 
plicable where  there  is  the  certainty  of  conviftion. 
The  meaning,  therefore,  of  the  words  under  conii- 
deration is,  "  Be  no  longer  doubtful,  and  in  a  flate 
"  of  uncertainty,  as  you  hitherto  have  been,    but 
*'  know,  and  be  convinced,  by  the  fenfible  evidence 
*'  which  is  now  afforded  you,  of  my  being  in  truth 
**  rifen  from  the  dead,"    And  the  anfwer  of  Thomas 
to  his  Mailer  confirms  to  us  the  truth  of  this  inter- 
pretation ;   for,  inftead  of  faying,   that'  he  now  be- 
lieves  the  truth  of  his   refurre6lion,  it  is  very  re^ 
m.arkable,  that  he  does^  not  fay  a  v^ord  upon  the  fub- 
jeclj  but  confines  himfelf  entirely  to  a  declaration  of 
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his  faith  in  the  perfon  of  his  bleffed  Maiter,  as  Goir 
and  Man,  which  he  could  now  well  believe  him  to 
be,  as  he  had  fiich  indifputable  aifurance  of  his  be- 
ing rifen  from  the  dead.  , 

Again :  Our  Lord  fays  to  Thomas,  *'  Becaufe 
*'  thou  haft  feen  me  thou  haft  believed."  Believed 
what  ?  Believe^  that  he  was  rilen  from  the  dead  ? 
But  Thomas's  words  were  not  cxpreflive  of  any  fuch 
faith;  they  were  expreffive  only  of  his  faith  in  the 
perfon  of  his  Mafter,  grounded  indeed  on  the  fenft- 
ble  airurance  he  had  of  his  rerurre61:ion,  but  without 
?.ny  dire61:  reference  to  it ;  therefore,  the  words 
"■'  thou  haft  believed"  do  not  relate,  as  fome  have 
imagined,  to  a  faith  in  the  refurredlion,  but  to  a 
faith  in  the  divine  perfon  of  our  Lord,  of  which, 
g,s  there  could  not  then  be  any  fenfible  evidence,  fo 
could  it  only  be  an  objedl  of  faith.  The  remaining 
part  of  our  Lord's  reply  to  his  difciple  is,  "Blefled 
*'  are  thev,  cl  jx-zj  ilcvr-g  xui  'OfigiVTOcvTSc,  who,  with- 
*'  out  having  leen,  are,  neverthelefs,  believers;" 
where  the  word  -urtgsvtravTsg  muft  refer  to  the  faith 
iuft  before  exprefted  by  Thomas ;  a  faith  not.  in  the 
fiff  of  the  refurre6tion,  but  in  the  divine  perfon  of 
his  Mafter,  fo  that  the  bleffing  here  pronounced  is 
applicable  to  thofe  only  v.'ho  believe  in  the  divine 
perfon  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  who  can  fay  to  him, 
with  an  aftlirance  of  faith  equal  to  that  exprelTed  by 
St,  Thomas,  o  Kv;jog  jj-ov  kci,  o  Bsog  ^o-,'.  My  Lord 
AND   MY    God  ;    any   other  interpretation   of  the 
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?.bove,  the  pafTage  appears  to  be  incapable  of  without 
quibbles  and  evalions. 

To  the  extra(5ls  which  have  been  already  made 
from  the  Holy  Gofpels  I  add  no  more,  although 
very  many  more  might  have  been  produced.  Thefe 
are  fufficient  to  convince  any  ingenuous  mind,  and 
more  would  only  have  ferved  to  increafe  the  bulk  of 
tliejpublication,  and,  perhaps,  have  added  nothing 
to  its  efFecSl.  If  the  reader  fhould  be  furprized  at 
my  not  having  availed  myfelf  of  our  Lord's  mira- 
cles, as  being  ftrong  evidences  of  his  Divinity,  my 
anfwer  is,  I  acknowledge,  from  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  wrought,  that  they  are  moft  ftrong  evi- 
dences of  it ;  but,  as  the  prevailing  humour  has  been 
to  conlider  miracles  merely  as  evidences  of  a  divine 
miffion,  I  am  willing,  on  this  occalion,  to  be  con- 
tent with  that  opinion.  It  fufficiently  anfwers  my 
purpofe,  becaufe  it  eftabliflies,  on  the  moft  fure 
grounds,  the  veracity  of  the  perfon  who  performs 
them ;  and  the  whole  that  I  willi  is,  that  our  Lord 
may  be  believed,  when  he  fays  "  I  and  the  Father 
'*  are  one ;"  when  he  fays,  "  As  the  Father  knows 
*^  me,  even  fo  know  I  the  Father;"  when  he  fays, 
'^  All  things  whatfoever  the  Father  hath  are  mine.'* 
When  our  Lord  ufeth  thefe  and  other  expreHions 
of  a  like  tendency,  his  great  and  mighty  works  moft 
fully  airiire  us  of  the  truth  of  them.  *'  Believe  tne 
**  (he  faith  himfelf),  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and 
^^  the  Father  in  me;  or  elfe  believe  me  for  the  very 
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*^  wcrks'  fuke^  So  that  he  himfelf  makes  miracles 
to  be  evidences  of  his  own  veracity  when  he  aiTerts 
Iiis  union  with  the  Father;  and,  therefore,  as  all 
parties  are  willing  to  admit  that  miracles  moft  firmly 
efrablifli  the  truth  of  the  perfon  by  whom  they  are 
performed,  I  have  been  contented  with  that  opi- 
nion, without  urging  the  divine  omnipotence  of  him 
who  faith  to  the  Leper,  "I  will,  be  thou  clean;'* 
who  commandeth  the  winds  and  the  fea  to  be  calm, 
and  they  obey  him ;  and  who  f^ith  to  the  dead  man, 
*'  1  fay  unto  thee,  arife  !"  and  he  is  alive  again. 

Having  then  fhev/n,  and,  I  think,  unanf^verably, 
that  the  Gofpels  affert  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of 
God  f  that  they  teach  us,  that  the  Son  of  God  is 
God  in  the  unity  of  the  Divine  nature  with  the  Fa- 
ther ;  it  is  now  my  intention  to  examine  the  other 
parts  of  the  New  Teftament,  and  to  produce,  if  any 
fuch  there  are,  corroborating  proofs  of  this  great 
truth.  But,  firft,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  premife, 
that,  after  our  Lord's  refurredfion,  a  new  branch  of 
the  Divine  difpenfation  tov/ards  mankind  began  to 
be  difplayed.  Hitherto  it  had  been  the  fufFering 
Jesus  only,  the  defpifed  and  rejected  man  of  for- 
rows,  fupported  indeed  under  his  mighty  ccnflic9:s 
by  his  union  with  the  Divinity;  but,  ncverthelefs, 
bearinp-  all  the  heaviell  burthens  of  the  blackell:  and 

o 

moft  undcferved  reproach.  After  his  refurredfion 
'  thefe  conilidls  were  all  at  an  end.  He  was  no  longer 
the  fufFering,  but  the  triumphant,  Jesus,  advanced 
to  the  right  hand  of  God,  where  all  povrer  was  given 
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to  him  both  in  heaven  and  in  earth,  and  where  he 
was  to  reign,  as  a  prince  and  a  faviour,  until  all  his 
enemies  were  fubdued  unto  him.  Under  thele  cir^. 
cumftances,  we  muft  not  be  turprized  if  we  find  the 
minds  of  the  difciples  and  apoftolical  writers  almoll 
wholly  abforbed  in  the  greatnefs  of  this  moil  won- 
derful difpenfation,  fo  that  their  language  chiefiy 
turns  on  their  Mafcer  exalted  into  the  fulnefs  of 
power,  feldom  touching  on  his  union  with  the  Di- 
vinity, which  is  prefuppofed  in  his  exaltation ;  and 
without  v/hich,  it  may  be  preiumed,  that  exaltation 
never  would  have  taken  place  :  for,  indeed,  the  ex- 
altation of  Jesus  to  the  right  hand  of  God,  and  in- 
vefled  with'all  power  both  in  heaven  and  earth,  was 
a  moit  fbupendous  a6f,  and  only  to  be  accounted 
for  by  his  union  Vv^ith  the  Divinity ;  and  therefore 
the  very  exaltation  is  a  proof  of  the  Divinity  of  tlie 
Son  of  God,  who,  as  God,  alone  could  place  him 
at  the  right  hand  of  God.  He  was  his  partner, 
if  without  irreverence  it  may  be  fpoken,  during 
all  his  fufferings  here  upon  earth.  Ke  was  his 
partner  when  he  arofe  from  the  dead,  and  as  fuch 
he  carried  him  with  him  into  the  highell  lieavens, 
and  placed  him  "  far  above  all  principality  and 
*'  power,  ■  and  might  and  dominion,  and  every 
*'  name  that  is  named,  not  only  in  this  world,  bat 
*'  alfo  in  that  which  is  to  com.e."  But,  liowever 
the  Sacred  Writers  delight  chiefly  to  dwell  on  this 
great  and  very  high  advancement  of  the  man  Jesus, 
and  in  him  of  human  nature,  they,  neverthelefs, 
when  the  occaiion   calls  for  it,  moil  ifrongly,  and 
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unequivocally,  aflert  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of 
God,  as  fhall  now  be  exemplified.  For  this  pur- 
pofe  many  paffages  might  be  cited  from  the  A6ls  of 
the  Apofdes ;  as,  particularly,  ASis  i.  where  the 
Apoftles,  alfembled  together  for  the  purpofe  of  elect- 
ing a  perfon  into  their  number,  in  the  room  of  Ju- 
das, addrefs  their  Mailer  in  thefe  terms,  "  Thou, 
^'  Lord,  which  knoweft  the  hearts  of  all  men,  fhew 
**whether  of  thefe  t^vo  thou  haft  chofen."  In  like  man- 
ner, A6ls  ii.  39.  "  For,  the  promife  is  to  you  and 
*'  to  your  children,  and  to  all  that  are  afar  off,  as 
"  many  as  the  Lord  our  God  fhall  call ;"  -nypog  y.a- 
T^so-riTCKi  Kv^iog  0  @sog  yi^mv,  Thefe,  with  feveral  other 
paffages,  I  pafs  over,  and  fhall  confine  myfelf  to  one 
only,  than  which  an  honeft  and  ingenuous  minc^ 
cannot  wifh  for  one  more  decilivc. 

A(5i3  XX.  St.  Paul  at  Miletus,  taking  his  laft  leave 
of  the  Chriftians  there,  and  of  the  eiders  of  the 
church,  whom  he  had  fent  for  from  Ephefus,  to 
meet  him,  in  a  moft  afFeClionate  manner  lays  before 
them  with  what  afTiduity  he  had  ferved  them,  and 
that  he  had  not  fhunned  to  declare  to  them  the 
whole  counfel  of  God.  He  then  exhorts  them,  in  a 
moft  ferious  and  folemn  manner,  as  they  would  not 
fee  his  face  any  more,  to  take  heed  to  themfelves, 
.arid  to  all  the  flock  over  the  which  the  Holy 
Ghost  had  m.ade  them  overfeers,  "  to  feed  (faith 
*•  he)  the  church  of  God,  which  he  hath  purchased 
*'  with  his  own  blood:"   z^ot^xuivoiv  Tr,v  ixyJ^io-iuv  tCv. 
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^cov  Yiv  ztTspiTrplTia-aro  oiu  tov  lotov  aiy-aTog :  words  plain 
as  they  are  ftrong,  and  that  feem  to  be  incapable  of 
admitting  two  opinions  concerning  them ;  but  the 
inetaphylical  mind,  ftored  witli  the  fubtleties  of  the 
fchool  of  Alexandria,  and  accnllomed  to  draw  con- 
clulions  from  out  of  its  own  iiimfy  texture,  revolts 
^it  the  idea  which  thefe  words  fo  plainly  prefent  to 
us.  The  blood  of  God  could  not  be  fhed,  there- 
fore the  words  are  figurative,  hyperbolical. 

In  anfwer  to  this,  let  it  be  obferved,  that  there 
are  certain  rules  whereby  figures  of  fpeech,  whether 
the  hyperbole,  or  any  other  figure,  may  infallibly 
be  knovm  and  determined, 

Firff.  If  neither  the  occalion,  nor  the  circmn- 
flances  of  the  perfon  fpeaking,  are  fuch  as  to  re- 
quire a  figurative  mode  of  exprefiion,  then  there  is 
the  greatefl  reafon  in  the  world  to  conclude  that 
what  is  faid  is  not  fig-urative. 

o 

■  Secpndl)^  If  the  words  ufed  are  capable  of  being 
interpreted  intelligibly  without  a  figure,  then  are 
they,  even  to  a  demonftration,  not  figurative.  The 
aid  of  figures  is  then  only  to  be  called  in  when  nei- 
ther truth  nor  fenfe  are  to  be  obtained  without  them  ; 
but,  where  the  reverfe  of  this  is  the  cafe,  the  fuppo- 
fition  of  a  figure  is  only  the  poor  refuge  of  a  preva- 
ricating mind. 
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Let  us  then  examine  the  Apoftle's  words  by  th^ 
two  rules  which  we  have  here  given. 

Firft.  *The  occafion  on  which  the  Chriflians  of 
Miletus  and  the  elders  from  Ephefus  were  aflembled 
was  fo  far  from  requiring  any  figurative  fpeech  to  be 
ufed  tov/ard  them,  excepting  fuch  only  as  was  at 
that  time  in  common  ufe  among  them,  that  it  re- 
quired only  the  plainefi:  and  the  moft  direct  that  could 
be  ufed.  They  were  aflembled  to  hear  the  laft  fare- 
wel  of  their  beloved  Apoftle,  and  to  receive  thofe 
infcruc^ions  from  his  mouth  which  fhould  eftablifh 
them  in  the  truth,  and  which  they  were  alTured  they 
Ihould  never  hear  perfonally  from  him  again :  but 
unufual  figures  of  fpeech  were  totally  foreign  to  this 
occafion  of  their  being  alTembled,  and,  however 
they  might  have  added  to  the  embellifhment  of  the 
fpeaker's  difcourfe,  would  have  contributed  nothing 
towards  their  ellablifliment  in  the  truth. 

Secondly.  The  circumftances  of  the  apoftle  were 
fuch  as  to  forbid  him  the  ufe  of  iinnecaffary  figures 
of  fpeech.  For,  he  was  not  only  taking  his  per- 
fonal  farewel  of  them,  but  he  was  to  leave  a  lafling 
impreffion  upon  their  minds,  and  which  they  might 
think  of  after  he  had  left  them,  of  the  great  Chriftian 
truths  which  he  had  inculcated  while  among  them. 
But  were  hyperbolical  expreflions  calculated  for  this 
end  ?  Did  they  not  tend  to  effe6l  a  direct  contrary 
purpofe  ?     Did  they  not  tend   to  lead   them  inta 
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trror,  rather  than  to  eftablilh  them  in  the  truth? 
As,  in  the  prefent  inftance,  where  the  Apoftle  tells 
them  that  God  had  purchafed  the  Church  with  his 
own  blood ;  this,  if  hyperbolical,  was  not  ftridtly 
true ;  and,  of  courfe,  the  truth  lay  in  oppohtion  to 
what  the  Apoftle   fays.      But,    if  the   truth  was, 
that  God  had  not  purchafed  the  Church  with  his 
own  blood,  how  naturally  would  the  Miletians,  from 
this  expreffion  of  the  Apoftle,  have  been  led  into 
the   contrary  opinion,  that  he  had  ?  and  thus  St. 
Paul,    inftead   of  eftablifhing  truth   among  them, 
would  have  beeri  the   caufe   of  eftablifhing   error. 
This,  therefore,    renders   it  fomethihg   more  than 
probable  that  the  expreffion  is  not  figurative  or  hy- 
perbolical;   and  this  is  confirmed  to  us  ftill  more 
llrongly  by  this  farther  conlideration,  that  the  words 
are  capable  of  being  interpreted  intelligibly  without 
a  figure ;    for,    they   inculcate   the   great  and   ve- 
ry important  truth  of  the  Divinity  of  him  whofe 
blood  was  Hied  upon  the  crofs.     It  was  the  blood  of 
Jesus  that  was  there  flied:  it   is   here   called   the 
blood  of  God  ;  therefore,  Jesus  is  God.     This  is 
a  plain  intelligible  truth  ;  plain  and  intelligible  in  its 
terms,  and  therefore  needs  not  the  aid  of  the  hyper  .• 
bole,  or  of  any  other  figure,  to  accommodate  it  to 
our  minds.     But,  if  St.  Paul  calls  the  blood  of  Je- 
sus God's  own  blood,  he  could  not  call  it  fo  in 
flri6lnefs  of  fpeech,  and,  therefore,  muft  hav^e  foo- 
ken  figuratively.     He  called  it  fo   in  flridtnefs  of 
fpeech;  for,  the  union  of  the  Divinity  with  Jesus, 
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't-.'Iiereby  God  and  man  was  one  Chrlft,  rendered 
the  blood  of  Jefus  the  blood  of  God,  9sov  iliov  ai^iu^ 
On  the  fame  principle,  (i  John,  iii.  i6.)  St.  John 
fays,  Ev  rovru)  sfvooKCijjisv  tviv  ccyuTry^v  tovGsov,  oti  ixsivog 
vTT^p  r\jjiccv  rrjV  •■I'V^viv  amov  £9y[y,s.  "  Hereby  perceive 
we  the  love  of  God,  becaufe  be  laid  down  his  life 
for  us."  The  life  of  Jefus,  by  the  pcrfonal  union 
with  the  Divinity,  v/as  the  lift;  of  God. 

If  we  chufe  to  enter  into  metaphylical  difquilitions 
upon  this  great  fubjecSt,  and  bewilder  ciirfelves  with- 
out end,  we  doubtlefs  may  ;  but,  after  all  our  difqui- 
litions,  we  muft  be  forced   at  lall  to  return  to  the 
queftion :     What  is  it  the  infpired  Evangelills  and 
Apoftles  have  written  ?     and  will  the  refult  of  our 
difquilitions   be  conformable  Vv'ith   what   they  have 
written  ?  for,  without  Revelation,  the  utmoll  of  cur 
exerti'ons  will  terminate  only  in  darkncfs  and  uncer- 
tainty.     If  we  believe  the  ancient  Heathen  Sages,- 
whofe  minds  afTuredly  were  as  powerful  and  compre- 
henlive  as  the  minds  of  any  of  our  modern  Sages, 
they,  v/hile  they  were  purfuing  the  bent  of  their  own 
minds,  toiled  and  laboured  only  in  an  ocean  of  per- 
plexities.    When  they  thought  they  faw  light,  quef- 
tions  would  flill  arife,  which  plunged  them  into  dark- 
nefs  again.     Socrates  felt  this,  and  acknowledged  it : 
num.berlefs  others,  bothantient  and  modern,  doubt- 
lefs have  felt  the  fame,  but  have  not  had  the  ingenu™ 
oufnefs  of  Socrates  to  acknowledge  it ;   but,  acknow- 
ledge it  or  not,  of  the  fa6l  wc  are  moll  certainj;    for^ 
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the  human  mind  cannot  take  its  range  beyond  the 
bounds  to  which  the  Creator  hath  Hmited  it,  or  ex- 
plore thofe  unknown  truths  which  Revelation  only 
could  acquaint  us  with.  From  the  things  that  are, 
the  mind  indeed  can  afcend  to  the  Almighty  Crea- 
tor, whofe  workmanfliip  they  are,  and  by  whole 
providential  power  they  are  upholden  and  controlled ; 
but  there  the  mind  mull  flop,  it  can  afcend  no  far- 
ther. The  nature  and  being  of  the  Creator,  other- 
wife  than  negatively,  perhaps  lie  beyond  all  its 
reach,  nothing  can  it  difcover  with  politive  certain- 
ty concerning  them.  The  poffible  exertions  and 
operations  of  the  Almighty  are  involved  in  a  cloud 
which  our  eye  is  incapable  of  piercing  ;  when  we  at- 
tempt it,  w^e  only  become  thereby  the  more  invol- 
ved, and  are  obliged  after  all  our  refearches,  to  ac- 
knowledge, if  we  are  honeft,  that  they  have  all  ended 
in  wearinefs  of  fpirit,  and  diflatisfa^lion ;  for,  the 
deep  things  of  God  what  mind  hath  ever  fearched 
out!  ,  ^ 

To  the  quefiion  of  the  officious  and  prying  mind, 
how  is  it  poffible  that  the  Divinity  fhould  be  fo  uni- 
ted to  the  man  as  to  become  one  with  it,  or  Vv'ithout 
either  itfelf  finking  into  the  man,  or  without  the 
man's  being  abforbed  in  the  Divinity  ?  To  this 
queflion  I  anfwer,  that  I  know  no  more  than  the 
enquirer;  it  lies  far  beyond  my  reach:  but  oftliis  I 
am  certain,  that  with  God  all  things  are  pofuble ; 
and,  if  Revelation  hasaffured  me  of  the  reality  of  this 

union. 


(    So     ) 

tinlon,  I  can  have  no  doubt  of  its  poffibilit)'.  T6 
enquire  into  the  poflibiHty  of  a  fa6l,  when  we  have 
revealed  afllirance  of  its  reahty,  is  abfurd  and  ir- 
rational in  the  higheil  degree.  The  queftion  with 
us  is  not,  are  the  doctrines  of  the  New  Teftament 
poffible  ?  but,  is  the  New  Teftament  a  Revelation  from 
God?  if  it  is,  he  is  the  only  rational  Chriftian  who 
receives  it  as  fuch,  and  that  only  is  rational  Chrifti- 
anity  which  is  in  conformity  with  its  dodlrines. 
Let  me  not  be  fuppofed  to  mean,  as  fome  will  be 
forward  enough  to  fuggeft,  that  we  are  to  lay  aiide 
our  reafon  in  interpreting  the  New  Teftament :  far 
btherwife ;  our  reafOn  is  to  be  exerted  in  the  fevereft 
manner,  that  it  may  be  interpreted  with  truth,  that 
no  falfe  doctrines  be  fathered  upon  it,  that  it  be  in- 
terpreted conliftently,  and  lb  as  not  to  contradict 
itfelf,  and  that  the  interpretation  be  fupported  and 
jultif.ed  by  the  worcis  interpreted.  Let  viog  tov  li^-''^'^" 
Qiou  be  interpreted  according  to  the  words ;  and  let 
viog  imply  the  lame  here  as  it  implies  when  it  is 
faid  vio;  ro'j  uvh^a-ov^  and  then  will  my  reafon  tell  me, 
and  fo  will  every  man's  reaion  tell  him,  ( if  he  is  not 
deranged,)  that,  by  the  fame  rule  by  Vv'hich  the  Son 
of  Man  is  Man,  the  Son  of  God  is  God  ;  and  hu- 
man reafon  can  never  be  more  at  variance  with  itfelf 
than  when  it  denies  it,  hnce  no  geometrical  truth 
that  t\tt  was  demonftratcd  is  more  certain  than 
this.  Again,  let  the  words  YiV  -z-onroiwajo  ^icc  lov 
i^iov  aiyiCiioc,  and  oxl  sKSD/og  vtts^  Ti^c^.v  t>)V  -^vyjiV  avrov 
f9-/i)i:-,  be  interpreted  according  to  the  words,  as  you 
y  would 
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would  interpret  any   other  Greek  writer,    and  thus 
plainly  fignify,  that  God  purchafed  the  Church  with 
his  own  blood,  and  that  he  laid  down  his  life  for  us. 
Here,  fuppoling  the  words  to  come  from  any  com- 
mon unauthoriied  perfon,    after  examination,    you 
moll  probably  would  rejedl  them;  but,  in  the  prefent 
cafe,  fomething  elfe  is,  and  firft,  to  be  considered : 
From  whom  do  they  come  ?   and  by  what  authority 
are  they  fpoken  ?     Are  they,   or  are  they  not,   the 
words  of  an  infpired   writer  ?     Have  they,  or  have 
they  not,    their  authority  from  the  infpiration  of  the 
God  of  Truth?     If  they  have,  nothing  upon  earth 
can  be  more  Irrational,  more  diametrically  contrary  to 
reafon,  than  to  reje6l  them  as  untrue.     But  it  will  be 
faid,  by  the  words  we  are  to  judge  of  the  infpiration  ; 
and,  if  they  are  impoffible,  or  unworthy  of  God, 
they  are  not  the  words  of  infpiration.     True,  where 
the  infpiration  of  the  fpeaker  is  not  iirft  fufiiciently 
eftabliihed ;  but,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  the  infpiration  of 
the  facred  writers  is  fufficiently  eftabliflied  by  the 
miraculous  povv-ers  which  they  had,  and  by  the  gift 
of  tongues ;    therefore  their  infpiration  is  not  to  be 
judged  by  what  they  fay,  but  v;hat  they  fay  is  de- 
termined to  be  true  by  their   infpiration  ;  becaufe, 
what  is  fpoken  by  perfons  infpired  by  the  God  of 
Truth  can  neither    be  impoffible  nor  unworthy  of 
God,  and  is,  and  muft  be,  rrue.     However,  I  fhail 
not  enter  farther  into  this  matter  here,  as  the  fubjeil 
lliall    be  refumed :    at  prefent,   we  are  to  examine 
what  proofs  can  be  produced,  from  St.  Paul's  Epif- 
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tics,  that  the  Son  of  God  is  God.  Of  the  forego- 
ing paflages,  from  the  A6ls  and  St.  John's  Epiflle,  I 
acknowledge  there  are  various  readings ;  but  I  know 
not  that  their  truth  ever  has  been  eftablifhed,  nor  do 
I  well  fee  how  various  readings  at  this  time  of  day 
tend  to  ellablifh  any  thing,  unlefs  there  is  fome  pal- 
pable blunder  in  the  copy  received;  for,  admit  the 
various  reading  in  oppolition  to  the  copy  received, 
what  is  the  confequence  ?  The  reading  of  the  copy 
received  then  becomes  a  various  reading  to  that 
which  you  admit,  and  fo  on  ad  infinitum,  fo  that  you 
will  never  be  able  to  fix  with  any  certainty.  How- 
ever, of  the  paflage  which  I  am  about  to  produce 
from  the  Epiftle  to  the  Romans,  I  know  not  that 
there  is  any  various  reading ;  if  there  is,  let  it  be  ef- 
tabliflied  ( if  poffible )  in  oppolition  to  the  received 
text,  but  do  not  let  the  nothing-proving  objedlion 
be  urged  againft  it,  "  that  there  is  a  various  reading 
of  the  pafTage".  Romans  ix.  5.  St.  Paul  having 
moft  pathetically  lamented  the  fall  of  the  Jews  from 
the  very  great  privileges  which  had  belonged  to 
them,  fays,  "  Whofe  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom 
*'  Christ  came  according  to  the  flefh,  who  is  over 
"  all,  God  blefled  for  ever.  Amen."  'O  ocv  iTri 
'VnocVTCfjv  Qsog  evXoyyjTog  EigTOvg  aiocvocg^  A/^j;v.  The  great 
Mr.  Locke  interprets  thefe  words  thus,  in  his  para- 
phrafe,  "  Who  is  over  all,  God  be  blefled  for 
*'  ever,  Amen  ;"  and  for  what  reafon  he  thus  inter- 
prets them  was  beft  known  to  himfelf,  for  I  do  not 
remember  that  he  afligns  any  reafons  at  all  for  it.    If 
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he  thought  hlmfelf  juftified  in  the  interpretation  by 
the  various  reading  of  any  copy  diiferent  from  ours, 
he  Ihould  have  faid  fo,  for  moft  affuredly  ©ioj  euAo- 
yyjrcg  does  not  lignify  "God  i^e  bleffed ;"  and 
therefore  his  interpretation  is  altogether  unwarranta- 
ble and  falfe. 

To  a  mind  that  is  unwarped  by  prejudice,  there 
appears   to  be  internal   evidence  in  the  text  (as  we. 
now  have  it)   of  its   being  the  genuine  and   true 
reading  ;  for,  the  Apoftle  fays,  s^  wv  o  Xpigog  ro   xuxa, 
(Tci^Ku,    *'  Of  whom  Christ  came  according  to  the 
flefh."     In  other  words,    the  affertion  is,    that  the 
derivation  of  Chkist  from  the  Jews  was  only  accor- 
ding to  the  flefh,  and  confequently  it  implies,  that 
he  had  a  derivation  that  was   not  according  to  the 
flelh.  Now,  ,as  the  Apoftle  carries  on  the  fentence  ftill 
fpeaking  of  Christ,    it  naturally   required    that  he 
fhould  tell  us  what  that  derivation  was,  that  is,  what 
Christ  was  not  according  to  the  flefc.     But,     o  (xiv  ziri 
zixuvTocv,  Without  the  remaining  part  of  the  fentence, 
tells  us  nothing  at  all  of  the  Icind ;  nothing  that  can 
be  let   in  oppolition  to  the  to  xutcc  a-a^^ia,  inafmuch 
as  Christ  as  man  js   exalted  to  the  right  hand  of 
God,    and  all  power  given  to  him;    fo  that  ftill  the 
queflion  occurs,   What  was  he  ?   but  not  /:«-«  (rapKult 
If  we  follow  our  text,  the  ApofJe  'rells  us  clearly  and 
explicitly,  "  he  was  God  blelTed  for  ever;"  whereas, 
alter  the  text,  and  read  svXoy}jrc.;  p  Gsog,  and,  while 
the  Apoftle  f^ems  to  tell  us  foiriething,  he  in  fail 
tells  nothing  at  all,    as  he  leaves  us  iliil  luiinformed 
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what  Christ  was,  but  not  according  to  the  flefh, 
which  the  paffage  obvloufly  required  that  he  fhould 
have  informed  us.  What  occaiion,  what  call,  had 
the  Apoftle  for  ufing  the  words  to  -kocto,  a-apKoc,  if 
Christ  was  not  what  was  not  according  to  thefielh  ? 
for,  if  he  was  only  man,  his  defcent  from  the  Jews  could 
be  only  by  human  derivation,  and  therefore  the  ad- 
dition ' '  according  to  the  fiefn"  was  altogether  fuper- 
fiuous,  as  no  one  would  have  a  doubt,  but  that,  if  he 
was-defcended  from  the  Jews,  it  muft  have  been  in 
that  way.  Moreover,  let  it  be  conlidercd,  that  the 
words  0505  5t'Aoy>]To$  are  the  finifhing  period  of  the 
Apoftle's  climax.  They  had  not  only  the  very  An- 
gular honour  of  having  Christ  defcended  from  them 
according  to  the  fielli,  but  that  honour  was  ftill 
more  highly  enhanced,  becaufe  the  Christ,  defcen- 
ded from  them,  was  over  all,  God  bleffed  for  ever;. 
in  fhort,  every  examination  of  the  words  affords 
us  internal  proofs,  that  they  are  the  genuine  words 
of  the  Apoftle,  and  that  the  Qiog  ivKoyYjjog  is  by  him 
applied  to  Christ,  and  therefore  thcxApoftle's  teftt- 
mony  is,  thatCHRiST,  the  Son  of  God,  is  God. 

My  next  teftimony  from  St.  PauFs  Epiftles  fhall  be 
from  his  epifhle  to  the  Philippians  ii.  6.  '*  Who,  being 
*'  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be 
«'  equal  with  God."  The  Greek  is,  'Oj  sv  }j.o^(p}^  ©fou  ^ 
VTrocpyjiOVf  ov%  ccpTrayjjLOV  vjyrfruro  to  sivxi  itra.  0r"M."  The. 
queftionhere  is.  What  is  thefignification  ofthev/ord 
u.op'pri}  Has  it  the  fame  fignification  as  in  the  words 
which  follow  ?  Am'  euvjov  sjuv^jijo-e  ^x.o^(p'ijv  hv?^ov  Ka^ujy, 
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Mop'Pvi  undoubtedly  iignifies,  as  in  our  tranflation, 
fonn,  or  char a£Ier;  but  it  fignifiesalfo/)fr/o;2,  as  may- 
be feen  in  X^nophon's  defcription  of  Cyrus,  (pvcriv  /xsi» 

vsviTczi.  Such  is  recorded  to  have  been  his  natural  dif- 
poiition  and /^r/^/2 ;  therefore,  Ev pp(p>i  05ou  uVoipxwv 
may  be  tranflated  being  psrfonallj  God^  that  is, 
fubftantially. 

To  this  probably  it  will  be  obje^led,  that  the 
p^fjjy  ^ovXov  muft  iignify  the  per/on^  that  is,  the  fub- 
ftance  of  a  fervant ;  which  is  abfurd. 

In  reply  it  may  be  anfwered,    that  there  is  no  ne- 
celTity  for  giving  [^opip'/jv,  in  this  latter  inftance,  the 
fame  fenfe  as  in  the  former  ;    for,  as  it  is  certain  that 
the  word  iJiop(pr]  bears  the  two  fenfes   of  per/on  and 
forfUf   or  charader,  whether  of  the  fenfes  it  is  to  have 
will  be  determinable  by  the  word  with  which  it  is 
combined  ;  thus,   when  it  is  combined  with  uVa^%wi', 
it  will  Iignify /)<?r/o«,    becaufe  uVc^pxw:^  iv  [j^of^n  is  ex- 
preffive  o^perfonalejfence  ;  when  combined  with  Kod^oov, 
it  will  €xprefs/or;/2,  or  chara^er^  becaufe  Aa;(?6<jv  //op(p>fv 
exprefles  an  alTumption  of  the  character  Vv'hich   the 
perfon  fuftains.      Hence  i^o^pi^v  ^:/v7\cv  Xa^oov  is  the  af- 
fumption  of  fomething  which  did  not  appertain  to  ouj. 
Lord  :  fomething  (if  I  may  fo  exprefs  myfelf)  adventi- 
tious to  him.     Whereas,  Ev  /^-op?^  @sov  vTra^x^^  expref- 
fes  his  perfonal  and  neceflary  exiflence.     It  was  no  af- 
fumption,  nothing  adventitious,  nothing  fuperadded 
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to  what  he  really  was ;  he  exilled  cv  ijLo;^l^YtQcoVj  perfo- 
nally  God;  but  E  A  ABE  ^j-o^Iyi^jIovKov,  and  that  he 
might  take  that/crw,  tlvix:  charccler,  tohimfelf,  savrov 
iKSvcAjcrs.  As  then  ev  jj-opl  n  &iov  vvru^y^ocv  appears  to  have 
been  neceffary  to  the  Son  of  God,  and  jj-o^^'n  oov/ov 
to  have  been  only  an  aiTumption  adventitious  to  him, 
therefore  it  may  be  prefuraed,  that  /acp^j?  hath  not 
the  iamie  force  in  both  inftanccs,  and  that  in  the 
former  it  is  to  be  interpreted  of  perfun,  in  the  latter 
of /iJ/v.'S  or  chi:ra6]ey.  Should  it  however  be  faid,  as 
by  fome  perhaps  it  may,  that  fu-opp/iy  ligniiies  per- 
fm  in  both  inflances,  becaufe  it  was  a  fadl  that  our 
Lo  R  D ,  in  taking  human  nature  upon  him,  iv  oij.ciooy.(xti 
oiV%M7rocv  ysvoixsioj,  did  thereby  take  upon  him  iJ.o^:pr,v 
hvXcv,  then  it  would  efFecluallyfetde  what  has  been  a 
difputed  point,  namely,  that  he  was  Qicg  in  the  fame 
degree,  and  to  the  full  extent  of  the  Divinity,  as  he  was 
Av^pTTCi'  to  the  full  extent  and  meafure  of  humanity. 

Epifcopius  upon  this  fubjedl  (Queft.  xxii.)  argues, 
that  aop^jjy  oov?^ov  cannot  fignify  formam  cjj'entiakm^ 
and  of  courfe  therefore  it  cannot  have  the  fame  lig- 
niiication  as  \i.ooT^'A  ©icj  :  his  words  are,  Forma  fe)  -vi 
r.onpciefi  figmficare  formam  ejfcntialenu  qtiiafervum  ejjc 
nunquam  figmflcat  al'iud qiiidquam  fetvili  condii'ione  ejjc, 
JdeOf  ut  Arijioteks  fitbfianl'iam  auldenio.rium  quid 
fac'tat  fervo?  But  his  reafoning  does  not  feem  to  be 
by  any  m.eans  conclufive,  as  tlie  reverfe  of  Ariftotlc's 
pofition  is  the  fat^,  znd  fdt-vili  conditione  ejje  is  acci- 
dcntarium  to  perfon  or  fubflancc.     Mop,ui;v,  it  will  be 
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laid,  does  not  in  the  prefent  inftance  refer  to  the 
abftradl  idea  oYa  fervile  character,  but  to  the  form, 
or  fubilance,  in  which*  that  chara6ler  was  fuftained. 
Our  Lord,  iv  oij.oiijoiM'>iTi  ay9pM7rocv  y^vcy.-voi,  took  upon. 
himfelf  the  perfon  of  a  human  jlave,  sKcc^s  ^op(pvjv  hvXov  ; 
he  did  not  take  upon  himfelf  the  ah  fir  a  51  idea  of  a 
fervik  cha''a3er^  but  the  fubllance,  the  [^optyjv,  to 
which  that  character  was  annexed;  and,  thejuftnefs 
of  this  interpretation  being  allowed,  it  will  be  faid, 
as  the  fame  word  [j.oypyj  is  applied  to  our  Lord's  di- 
vine exiflence  as  to  his  human,  therefore,  in 
whatever  degree  or  extent  of  humanity  he  was  ai'^poo- 
TTog,  in  the  fame  degree  and  extent  of 'Divinity  lie  muft 
be  Qioc ;  but  he  was  man  to  tlie  full  extent  of  our 
human  nature,  therefore  muft  he  be  God  to  the 
fullell  extent  of  the  divine  nature. 

But  if  the  fcnfe  of  the  Apoftle,  when  he  ufes  the 
words  Of  sv  jxoplT}  9iov  vTTjcpyjAjy ,  be,  as  hath  been  fuppo- 
fed,  *' who  being  perfonally  God,"  what  foil  owsmuft 
be  frrangely  interpreted,  if  rendered  "  he  thought 
it  not  robbery  to  be  /uV  unto^GoD."  For,  what  has 
likenefs  to  do  where  there  is  reality  ?  The  perfon  of 
man  is  never  faid  to  be  the  refemblance  of  man, 
neither  is,  the  perfon  of  God  the  refemblance  of 
God,  but  muft  be,  and  really  is,  God,  as  truly  and 
certainly  as  the  perfon  of  man  is  man. 

But,  befides  this,  the  word  loro^    does  not  fignlfy 
like;  and,  if  we  may  fpeakwith  certainty  concerning 
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the  ilgnification  of  any  word  in  fo  various  a  Ian- 
gua^e  as  the  Greek,  it  never  has  that  lignification 
limply,  nor  indeed  in  any  other  refpeA  ;  for,  al- 
though likenefs  may  in  fome  cafes  happen  to  be  the 
fefult  of  equality,  that  is  all  accidental,  and  does 
by  no  means  follow  from  the  lignification  of  the 
word /cre^  ;  for,  if  it  did,  \X\tvs.ti\\^\.  d'llfimilar figures^ 
which  are  equal  to  each  other,  be  fim'ilar  figures ; 
which  is  abfurd  and  impoflible. 

They,  wlio  urge  the  word  i7cq  is  to  be  interpreted 
like,  deceive  them.felves  by  the  indeterminatenefs  of 
the  Englifh  word,  which  is  applicable  to  equality  as 
well  as  to  refemblance.  Thus  we  call  equal  weights 
like  weights ;  but,  in  this  cafe,  evidently  the  lignifi- 
cation of  the  word  is  equality,  and  not  refemblance. 
Moreover,  like  is  a  word  of  comparifon,  which  icc; 
is  not;  la-o;  is  a  poiitivewcrd,  admitting  of  no  degrees 
of  comparifon;  and  therefore  its  lignification  cannot 
be  like. 

The  words  of  St.  Paul,  then,  after  every  examina 
tion  of  them,  appear  to  be  a  ftrong  unequivocal 
proof  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God,  who, 
being  God,  and  therefore  having  equality  with 
God,  £auTcvf>c£>a;crf,  had  humbled  himfelf,  and,  be- 
coming man,  took  upon  himfelf  the  form  of  a  fer- 
vant,  the  perfon  of  a  human  fiave,  and  as  fuch  un- 
derwent the  death  of  the  crofs. 
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The  next  paffage  that  I  fhall  produce,  iliall  be 
from  the  Epiftle  to  the  Coloffians  i.  15,  8cc.  "  Who 
"  is  the  image  of  the  invifible  God,  the  firft-born 
*'  of  every  creature ;  for  by  him  were  all  things  cre- 
*'  ated  that  are  in  heaven  and  that  are  in  earth,  vili- 
"  bleandinvilible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  ordo- 
*'  minions,  of  pri^icipalities,  or  powers ;  all  things  were 
•^^  created  by  him,  and  for  him:  and  he  is  before  all 
*'  things,  and  by  him  ail  things  confift."  'O^  sgiv 
eiKMV  Tov  Qsov  rov-  aopaTCV  TrpooTOrOKog  -z^xxv];  KTicrcOog, 
**  born  fuperior  to  every  creature."  The  Apoftle  is 
here  giving  a  defcriptive  cliaradlef  of  the  Son  of 
God,  and  he  defcribes  him  in  terms  which  are  com- 
patible only  with  a  perfon  who  is  God,  as  the  Crea- 
tor of  all  things,  and  the  Upholder  of  ail  things  muft 
be  ;  which  he  here  affirms  that  the  Son  of  God  is. 

But  it  will  be  proper  to  take  fome  notice  of  the 
words  fiKujv Tov  Qsovrov  oiopccTov.  Mr  Locke,  the  a- 
vowed  enemy  of  what  he  calls  the  orthodoxy  of  the 
Church,  in  his  note  on  2  Cor.  iv.  4.  in  efFe6t  gives  us 
to  underlland  that  the  ligniiication  of  the  word  uxoov  is 
'^'a  mirror,"  and  that  Christ  was  no  otherwife  the 
image  of  God  than  the  Apoftles  were  the  images 
of  himfelf  by  their  large  and  clear  communications 
of  the  Gofpel,  and  by  their  reprefcnting  as  mirrors 
the  glory  of  the  Lord  ;  and  that  in  this  fenfe 
"  they  were  the  images  of  Christ  as  Christ  is  the 
image  of  God."  But,  I  apprehend  f/>,ajv  can  in  no 
fenfe  whatever  be  interpreted  a  mirror,  or  an  inftru- 
ment  of  refledlion ;  it  is,  we  ail  know,  an  image,  a 
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figure,  a  llatue,  an  impreffion  upon  a  coin,  a  gra- 
phical delineation,  a  figure  reprefented  from  a  mir- 
ror ;  but  that  it  fhould  lignify  a  mirror  is  what  ( I 
conceive)  cannot  be  warranted  by  any  inftance 
whatever  in  the  Greek  language. 

Mr.  Locke's  idea  is,  thatMofes,  by  approaching  to 
God  in  the  mount,  had  a  communication  of  glory  from 
him  which  irradiated  his  face.  In  like  manner,  he 
fuppofes  that  the  face  of  Jesus  Christ  was  irradia- 
ted with  a  greater  and  permanent  degree  of  glory  from 
God,  and  that  hence  he  is  called  by  the  Apoftle  the 
image  of  God.  But  was  it  ever  heard  in  any  language 
that  the  illuminated  fubjecfl  was  the  image  of  that 
which  illuminated  it  ?  that  a  fpeculum  was  the  image 
of  the  fun ;  or  a  looking-glafs,  reflefting  the  figure 
of  a  man,  was  the  image  of  a  man  ?  We  therefore  may 
with  the  fuUeft  afTurance  pronounce,  that  Christ  is 
not  called  the  image  of  God  on  any  fuch  account  as^ 
is  affigned  by  Mr.  Locke.  However,  let  us  fuppofe  it 
to  be  otherwife,  and  that  he  is  therefore,  and  therefore 
only,  called  the  image  of  God,  becaufehe  was  irradiated 
with  a  permanent  and  greater  degree  of  glory  from  God 
than  Mofes,  which  is  the  purport  of  Mr.  Locke's  argu- 
ment. LIow  will  this  conliil  with  what  St.  Paul  faith  ot 
him,  as  already  cited,  luwov  SKSvuja-s,  sToc7r-:v:criv  cuvrov  ? 
For,  when  did  this  degradation  of  himfelf  take  place  ? 
was  it  before  or  after  the  irradiation  ?  if  before, 
then  for  what  end  was  the  degradation  ?  if  after, 
then  it  fhould  feem  the  irradiation  would  have 
been  done  away  by  it.     However,  not  to  dwell   any 
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tartlier  on  the  miftaken  theory  of  this  great  man,  mofl: 
unworthy  of  fo  acute  a  reafoner,    nor  to  take  any 
particular  notice  of  his  perverted  mifniterpretation  of 
the  word  TcaTorrr^.'^o^-fvo/,  to  which  he  gives  the  fenfe 
of  xaTOTJTpi^o.'Tsg  ;  let  US  give  decidedly  from  St.  Paul 
himfelf  the  fignification  of  t"<>cc<jv  Tou  Q:-ov  7ov  aojocrov. 
The  image  then  (faith  St.  Paul)  of  the  God  that  is 
invifible    was  born  before,  or   perhaps  fuperior  to, 
all  creation :    all  things,    whether   in  heaven   or  in 
earth,  were  created  by   him    and  for  him,     and   he 
is   before   all   thirgs,    and  by  him   all   things  con- 
fifr.     Will  any   one  be  hardy  enough   after  this  to 
affirm    that   smo^v,      when   applied    to    the    Son   of 
God,      means    only   a  ?itiriGr,     an     inftrument    of 
reflecSting  the   light   which    it     receives,    and   that 
Christ   was  no  otherwife   fuperior  to  Mofes   than 
by  his  having  received  a   greater   influx  of  divine 
light  ?     If  we  acknowledge  that  the  Apoftle  was  an 
infpired  writer,    let   us   receive,    and  acknowledge, 
that  what  he  writes  is  true,   when  heteacheth  us, 
as  he  mofl  demonftrably  doth,  that  the  Son  of  God 
is  God  :  as  a  perfon  in  the  Godhead,    he  has  all  the 
equal  powers  and  prerogatives  of  God  ;  as  a  diflin6fe 
perfon  in  the  Godhead,  he  is  the  hkocv,    the  image 
as  it  were,  the  counter-part,  of  the    invifible    God. 
And  thus  it  is  that  hehimfelf  faith  to  Philip  (as  hath 
been  already  noticed),  *' He  that  hathfeenme  hath 
"^  feen  the  Father,"  namely,  becaufe  he  is  God  as 
the   Father   is   God.     But  let  us  proceed  with  the 
Apoftle's  teftimony,     Coloilians.    ii.    8.     "   Beware 
'*  left  any  man  fpoil  you  through  philofophy  and 
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«*  vain  deceit,  after  the  tradition  of  men,  after  the 
**  rudiments  of  the  world,  and  not  after  Christ; 
"  for  in  him  dwelleth  ail  the  fulnefs  of  the  God- 
'^  head  bodily;  and  ye  are  complete  in  him,  which 
*'  is  the  head  of  all  principality  and  power."     'Of  sgiv 
55  xs(px7\7j  'urtxa-Tig  (xp-^vjg  kui  e^ova-i&ig :  which  latter  ex- 
preffion  appears  moil  evidently  to  be  inapplicable, 
without  blafphemy,  to  any  being  who  is  not  God  ; 
and  on  this  account  I  fuppofe  it  is,  that  we  are  here 
encountered  with  a  various  reading  of  rrig  sx^X-.^o-iag, 
inftead  of -OTCia-j^j  apx>js  ^^i  s^ovo-iag :  but  the  reading  is 
prima  facie  to  be  rejedled;  firll,  becaufe  it  would  be 
tautological,  the  Apoftle  having  but  a  little  before, 
c.  i.   18.    faid  the  fame;  and,  fecondly,  becaufe  it 
would  have    no    diredl:    reference    to    what    Vs^ent 
before. 

The  epiftle  to  the  Coloffians  appears  plainly  to  have 
been  written  under  an  impreffion  that  they  either  had 
been,  or  were  in  imminent  danger  of  being,  corrupt- 
ed by  the  falfe   do6lrine  which  was  now  beginning 
to  contaminate  the  Chriftian  Faith.     The  doctrine 
was  concerning  the  perfon  of  Christ  ;  with  regard 
to  whom  various  wild  and  unintelligible  conceits  had 
been  adopted,  and,    among  the  reft,    that  Christ 
was  an  inferior  being  fent  from  the  pleroma  to  inhabit  the 
appearance  of  a    human  being.     This  wretched  and 
phantaftical   conceit  the  Apoftle   meets  dire<5lly   in 
thefe  words,  Ev  av-xooyLuiomi  zs-av  to  zirXffiCASixoc  7'yjg  6cC- 
TjjTcg ;  therefore  he  was  not  fent  from  the  plcroma; 
and  dwelt  in  him  (rcAi^Ti-HMg ;  and  therefore  he  was 
I  not 
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not  a  human  being  only  in  appearance;  and  he  was  n 
7ts<pixX'/j  TTcca-yji  a^xv?  ^^'  s^ov(rio{g ;  and  therefore  he  was 
not  an  inferior  being.  Thefe  few  words,  as  they  are 
in  the  moft  direA  oppofition  to  the  erroneous  doc- 
trines at  that  time  beginning  to  be  in  circulation  con- 
cerning the  perfon  of  Christ,  lb  do  they  moft  fully 
eftabliih  this  truth,  that  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of 
God  is  the  do6lrine  of  the  Gofpel.  There  was  a  real 
and  perfonal  refidence,  not  temporary  but  permanent, 
KoizoiKsi,  ofthe  whole  Divinity  in  Christ,  G-CAii^oiTirMg, 
i.  e.  in  union  with  his  human  nature. 

From  this  paffage  of  the  Apoftle  it  is  almoft  im- 
poffible  not  to  obferve  how  ftrongly  he  forefaw  that 
Philofophy  v/ould  prove   the   bane   of  Chriftianity, 
that  by  its  plaufible  and  inlinuating  a6ls  it  would  de- 
ceive its  votaries  by  feeding  their  vanity,  and  thus 
betray  them  into  an  inextricable  captivity  :  for,  how- 
ever the  felf-confequence  of  the  human  mind  and  its 
powers  predominate,    faith  becomes  entirely  over- 
whelmed by  it.     Nothing  then   will  be  believed  that 
is  not  fan6lioned  by  its  compreheniion  ;  and  thus  we 
hear  it  is  faid,  that,  where  myftery  begins,  religion 
ends ;  a  moft  fenfelefs,  and,  however  adopted  by  Phi- 
lofophers,  a  moft  unphilofophical,  aftertion  ;    for,  if 
religion  hath  any  thing  to  do  with  the  invilible  world, 
how  very  little  is  there  which  is  not  myftery,  and 
which  we  are  not  quite  unable  to  comprehend  >     Com- 
prehend, if  joucim,  3,  fpiriiual  body  ;  and  yet  St.  Paul 
tells  us  there  is  a  fpiritual  body  as  well  as  a  natural. 

But, 
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But,  if  fpirit  is  fo  oppofite  to  matter,  and  according 
to  our  comprehenfion  tliey  are  as  contrary  to  each 
other  as  light  to  darknefs,  will  not  a  fpiritual  body 
be  a  myftery  ?  and  will  it  not  found  like  a  contradic- 
tion  In   terms  ?    and   yet   it  was  exemplified  to  be 
a  truth  in  the  perfon  of  our  Lord  after  his  refurrec- 
tion.     But,  notwithftanding  the  exemplification,  the 
myftery  ftill  remains ;  for,  how  can  we  conceive   of 
matter  that  is  not  impeded,  or  of  fpirit  that  is  tangi- 
ble as  matter  ?     In  like  manner,  concerning  the  per- 
fon of  our  Lord,  what  will  a  philofophical  enquiry 
into  the  fubjedl  open  to  us,  but  a  fcene  of  confulion 
and  darknefs  ?  Enquiries  will  prefent  us  with  difficul- 
ties, and  difficulties  will  fucceed  difficulties,  till,  at 
length,  bewildered  and  loff ,  we  are  driven  into  defpe- 
ration  of  folly,  and  deny  the  fa6f:,  which  comes  au- 
thenticated to  us  as  a  truth  by  perfons  divinely  in- 
fpired  by  the  God  of  Truth.     The  credit  due  to  their 
afTertions  refls  entirely  on  the  authority  by  which 
they  have  made  them ;  and ,  if  that  authority  is  this 
divine  infpiration,  what  is  there  in  Philofophy  that 
will  juflify  us  in  refufing  credit  to  their  afTertions  ? 
But,  if  we  deny  their  infpiration,  to  what  are  we  re- 
duced ?    Then,   where  is  infpiration  to  be     found  ? 
and  whither  are  we  to  refort  in  the  fearch  of  truth  ? 
Without  the  light  of  Heaven  the  mind  is  involved 
only  in  endlefs  perplexities ;  fuch  was  the  ftate  of  all 
the  ancient  Philofophers,    infomuch  that  Socrates, 
who  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  the  wifefl  of  them,  af- 
ter a  life  of  more  than  feventy  years  fpent  in  the  pur- 
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fuit  of  Truth,  found  it  not.  By  wifdom  he  knew  not 
God  ;  and  when  he  died,  although  with  fuch  incre- 
dible fortitude,  nothing  prefented  itfelf  even  at  that  , 
time  to  his  mind  but  doubt  and  uncertainty.  Philo- 
fophy  therefore,  from  what  we  know  of  the  ages  that 
are  paft,  is  a  fad  fubftitute  for  Revelation,  a  fublli- 
tute  of  unfupported  imaginations  for  truth,  of  dark- 
nefs  and  defpair  for  light,  certainty,  and  life ;  and 
hence  it  can  be  no  meafure  of  the  truth  of  what  an 
infpired  writer  faith,  when  he  afferts  the  Divinity  of 
the  Son  of  God,  *'  in  whom  the  whole  fulnefs  of  the 
'*  Godhead  dwelt  bodily."  But  let  us  proceed  with 
fome  farther  teftimonies  of  St.  Paul  to  this  great 
truth.  2,  Their,  i.  12.  OTrcAjg  S'yoo^uaSri  to  ovoy.cc  lov 
"Kvpiov  yi^cajv  Ivia-QV  l^pigov  iv  vytv^  kcul  vi^sig  sv  ocvrui  Kurcc  t^^v 
%oi^iv  TOV  ©eov   YjiJMVj  y^ai    Kupiou    Ij^trou  'K.^igov  ;     which 

words  in  our  tranflation  are  thus,  "  That  the  name 
"  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  may  be  glorified  in 
"you,  and  ye  in  him,  according  to  the  grace  of  our 
"GoD,  «W(i//6f  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  But  furely 
the  tranflation  of  thefe  latter  words  does  not  feem  to 
be  jufl:.  There  is  no  article  in  the  Greek  to  juftify 
tranflating  Kipiou  ''  the  Lord."  In  Latin  it  would 
be  as  it  is  in  Greek,  Dei  nojlri  et  Domini  Jefu  Chrijli ; 
and  why  fhould  it  be  otherwife  in  the  Englifh  ?  why 
fhould  it  not  be  "  according  to  the  grace  of  our  God  ' 
*'  and  Lord  Jesus  ChristV'  By  all  the  generally- 
obferved  rules  of  conftrudlion,  Qiov  in  the  Greek  is 
applied  to  Jesus  Christ  as  well  as  Kup/ou ;  for,  fet- 
ting  afide  their  being  concealed  by  the  copulative 
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uoit,  they  are  both  governed  by  the  fame  word  xccp-v,. 
and  have  the  fame  perfonal  pronoun  belonging  to 
both.  Had  the  words  been  tov  (StzciXscog  or  7ov  ctoot,]- 
^og-^fxcov  KUi  Kv^iov,  would  any  one  then  have  helitated 
about  the  conftruftion  ?  would  not  (^occ-iTkscajs  or  ctc^jttj^os 
have  been  referred  to  Jesus  Christ  as  well  aS 
Kv^iov  ?  What  then  is  the  rule  of  confl:ru(5lion  by  which 
Gsov  is  required  not  to  be  referred  to  him !  If  the 
rule  cannot  be  produced,  as  I  apprehend  it  cannot, 
then  doth  St.  Paul  manifeftly  in  this  place  ftyle 
Jesus  Christ  our  God  and  Lord. 

What  I  have  here  faid  may  be  exemplified  and 
confirmed  from  2  Peter  iii.  18.  Av^oiviTs  h  ivyjy.- 
PiTi  YMi  yvooa-ii  TOV  K'j^/O'j  vjixM'j  xo'i  (Tcoryj^o;  I'/jrov  'X.pigov ; 
•which  is  thus  rendered  in  our  Englilh.  verfion,  "  But 
**  grow  in  grace,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  our  Lord 
^'  and SavioNr  ]es\js  Christ.''^  Here,  by  the  known 
rules  of  confi:ru6lion,  Kv^iov^  is  referred  to  Jesus 
Christ  as  well  as  a-ooTriftog,  being  governed  by  the 
fame  words,  connedf  ed  by  the  fame  copulative,  and 
having  the  fame  perfonal  pronoun.  But,  do  not  all 
thefe  things  concur  in  the  inftance  above  recited  from 
St.  Paul  ?  why  then  fhould  there  be  any  difl^erence 
in  the  mode  of  conftrudlion  ?  the  pofition  and  order 
of  the  words  Qsov  Viixoov  kocl  Kip/cu  is  precifely  the 
fame  as  in  K  v^iov  -^fxcijv  vmi  aco-r.ipc:.  It  is  very  ftrange 
that  they  are  to  be  referred  to  Jesus  Christ  in  the 
latter  inftance,  and  not  in  the  former,  when  the  or- 
der and  pofition  of  the  words  and  the  rule   of  con- 
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flra6Hon  are  the  fame  in  both  inilances :  it  is  in- 
cumbent therefore  on  the  adverfaries  of  our  Lord's 
Divinity  to  fhew  by  what  grammatical  rule  of  con- 
ftru6lion  rev  Kvpiov  -^ij.ccy  '/mi  crcoTyi^g  lyjo-ov'Kpigcv  is  to  be 
Conflrued  *'  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ,"  and  tov  Ssov  i^jx^jvxat  Kv^iov  Jrjo-ov  Xp/g-ou  is 
not  to  be  conftrued,  "  of  our  Gk)D  and  Lord 
*'  Jesus  Christ." 

But  a  word  or  two  more.  Qtov  r^iit^v  v.ui  Kw/ou,  I 
think,  fhould  be  interpreted,  Dei  nojiri  aque  ac  Dg- 
mini;  for,  in  the  former  part  of  the  \erfe,  the  Apof- 
tle  having  ftyled  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord,  in  this 
latter  part  he  ftyles  him  our  God  as  well  as  Lord, 
and  thus  takes  off  from  what  otherwife  might  feem 
to  be  an  unneceflary  tautology,  "  That  the  name  of 
''  ^z/r  Lord  Jesus  Christ  may  be  glorified  in  you 
*'  and  you  in  him,  according  to  the  grace  of  cur 
*'  God  as  well  as  Lord  Jesus  Christ." 

When  men  come  to  the  New  Teftament  with  pre- 
conceived prejudices,  and  under  a  perfualion,  that 
Jesus  Christ  is  not  to  be  called  God,  they  are 
but  too  apt  to  make  every  thing  bend  to  that  per- 
fuafion,  and  thus  even  to  violate  the  commoncft  rules 
-of  conftruAion ;  but  it  fhould  be  remembered,  that 
we  are  to  derive  our  conceptions  from  the  New  Tef- 
tament, and  not  to  carry  them  with  m  to  it. 

n  If 
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If  0JOU  is  not  here  applied  by  the  Apoftle  to  Jesus 
Christ,  and  he  is  not  God,  what  are  we  to  make 
of  the  words  x-otra  xapiv  ?  It  appears  to  be  a  kind  of 
battology,  difeendendo,  to  talk  of  the  grace  of  God, 
and  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  If  Jesus  Christ 
is  merely  a  human  creature,  the  difference  between 
God  and  him  is  infinitely  greater  than  between  the 
greateft  earthly  potentate  and  the  porter  of  his  pa- 
lace. But  what  language  would  it  be  ?  Where  was 
fuch  language  ever  heard  as  *'  I  have  free  accefs  to 
''  tlie  palace,  Honix  i%)>  %oc.piv  tov  apxovTsg,  by  the  fa- 
*'  vour  of  the  prince  a7jd  of  the  porter  f"  If  the 
Scripture  muft  be  miiinterpreted,  men  fhould  en- 
deavour to  preferve,  at  leaft,  the  appearance  of  con- 
Hftency:  for,  if  Jesus  Christ  is  not  God,  the 
Apoftle  could  not  liave  faid,  with  any  degree  of 
propriety,  taking  the  words  even  as  they  ftand  in 
our  tranllation,  '^  According  to  the  grace  of  our 
"  God  and  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ." 

I  Timothy  i.  i.  UavXog  cctto^oKos  Ji^crov  X^tg^v, 
KoiT  iTTiruyyiV  0fou  (xooT)^pog  -^ixocv,  xai  Kvpiov  Ijjtroy  "Kpig^. 
In  the  Englifli ;  "  Paul  an  apoftle  of  Jesus  Christ, 
"  by  the  commandment  of  God  our  Saviour,  and 
*'  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  Here  the  tranflation  ma- 
nifeftly  does  not  deviate  from  the  Greek,  only  there 
feems  to  be  an  error  in  thepundluatlon,  which  fhould 
be,  ''  By  the  commandment  of  God,  our  Saviour 
*^  and  Lord,  Jesus  Christ." 


Ver. 
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Ver.  II.  Kara  TO  ^vayTiXiov  lov  ^omu^iov  Qiov,  o 
eTTigsvS-^v  syoo.  I  have  not  a  doubt,  but  that  the  (jm- 
xa^iov  ©sQv  is  applied  to  Christ  :  the  words  follow- 
ing plainly  prove  it.  In  our  tranflation  they  are, 
*'  And  I  thank  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord,  who  hath 
*'  enabled  me,  for  that  he  counted  me  faithful,  put- 
*'  ting  me  into  the  miniftry."  But  the  Greek  is,  Kat 
%acjiv  s^co  TOO  sv^vvaix-MTUvci.  jxs  Xpigoo  Jvicrov  tw  Ki'^/ij 
ijjj^ocv,  cTi  zingcv  ixs  YiyviTcuro,  Bs^XscVO^  si<;  hxKOviaV  where 
'z^igcv  jjis  '^yvjcruTo  anfwers  to  stt/jsu^jjv  syoo.  However, 
I  fhall  not  dwell  upon  this  pafTage,  as  it  may  be 
a  proof  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  more  by  inference 
than  dire6l.  But,  furely,  if  the  gofpel  of  Jesus 
Christ  is  the  gofpel  of  the  blefled  God,  and  if 
Jesus  Christ  made  St.  Paul  a  minifter  of  this  gof- 
pel, I  think  there  can  be  but  one  opinion  upon  the 
fubjedl. 

Chap.  ii.  3.  Tovro  yoc^  y.aKov  xai  ci%o^sxrcv  sv'jCtticv 
7CV  (rc^n]f.o;  vi^w  ©jov.  On  this  pafTage  many  words 
are  unnecefTary :  for,  if  Jesus  Christ  is  our  Sa- 
viour, if  ''  there  is  no  falvation  in  any  other,"  (Ac^s 
iv.  12.)  then,  either  we  have  two  Saviours,  or  Jesus 
Christ  is  God. 

Chap.  iii.  16.  Ka;  01^0X0 yovy^svx'g  [j.r/ix  :-gi  t5  r;?^ 
svTs^c-ias  [>.v;Y;pior  Qiog  sipavsfoo^yi  tv  auoxi.  '^  And 
*'  without  controverfy  great  is  the  myftery  oi  godli- 
"  nefs,  God  was  manifefled  in  the  flefh." 


h  a 


Chap. 


(     i<^o    ) 

Chap.  Ir.  9.      "  This  is  a  faithful  faying,    and 
*' worthy   of  all   acceptation;"    for,   therefore,  we 
l)oth  labour  and  fufFer  reproach^     'On  ^riXTrixM^iv  stti 
05(W  CocVTiy  og  sgi  (toottjo  zirciVTcav  ocv9pu7iUv,  ^ocXigcc  'nrigoov. 
It  mult  be  by  fome  ftrange  mode  of  conftru^Lron, 
and  fuch  as  I  am  altogether  unacquainted  with,  if 
the  terms  G-c*)  (^oovri  are  not,  in  this  place,  directly 
applied  to  our  Saviour,*"  who  is  the  faviour  of  all 
men,  and  efpecially  of  them  that  believe;    terms 
moft  properly  applied  to  him,  becaufe,  as  St.  John 
tells  us,  "  he  was  God  ;"  and  that  "  in  him   was 
"  life  :"  and,  therefore,  if  St.  John  fpeaks  truth,  he 
is  what  St.  Paul  here  truly  calls  him,  "  the  Living 
"'  Cod."     To  perfons  of  a  weak  and  timid  faith  in 
tlie  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God,  (and  why  Ihould 
vvc  be  timid,  when  we  are  fupported  by  the  Nev/- 
Tellamentr)  the  application  of  thefe  terms  to  Jesus 
CiiRjST  will  appear  bold  and  hardly  warrantable. 
But  the  quefticn  is  not,  whether  they  will  appear  to 
be  bold  and  unwarrantable  ?  but,  whether  they  re- 
ally are  fo  or  not  ?    What  is  the  Greek  ?  and  what 
rhe  conftruction  of  the  words  ?   Is  not  0.-jo  d>ivri  the 
.antecedent  to  0;?    and,  is  not  Jesus  Christ  the 
tra/T-,"^  ?  1  know  of  none  other ;  for  there  is  none  other 
t\ame  under  heaven,  given  amongft  men,  whereby 
they  mull  be  faved.    He  is  not  a  Chrlftian  who  does 
not  acknowledge  that  Jesus   Christ   is  the  rrwr^i 
rra:'Ta'v  av^citjorr'xv,  the  faviour  of  mankind.    But  St. 
Paul  faith,  '^  The  living  God  is  the  faviour  of  man- 
kind ;  therefore,  it  is  the  doctrine  of  St.  Paul,  that 
6  Jesus 
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Jesus  Christ  is  the  living  God.  I  am  aware  of 
the  quibble  by  which  it  will  be  attempted  to  elude 
the  force  of  this  argument.  That  Jesus  Christ  ,is 
the  faviour,  as  the  inftrument ;  but  that  the  living 
i<jOD  is  the  original  and  true  Author  of  the  falva- 
tlon;  and  that,  therefore,  the  terms,  living  God, 
by  being  applied  to  the  faviour,  are  not  neceiiarily 
applied  to  Jesus  Christ.  If  Jesus  Christ  is  the. 
faviour,  merely  as  the  inftrument,  detached  from 
the  Divinity,  the  terms  will  not,  I  own,  by  any  ne- 
ceflity,  be  applied  to  him.  But  then  this  is  the 
queftion  to  be  proved ;  and,  therefore,  as  it  never 
has  been  proved,  and,  I  am  perfuaded,  never  can, 
the  obje6lion  is  merely  a  quibble,  and  nothing 
elfe. 

Chap.  V.  21.     Aioti/.u^rv^oi/.iiii  ivyi7riov  rov  Qicv,  kai  . 

T«  (pvKci^Yig,  &c.  '*  I  charge  thee  before  God,  and 
**  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  ele61:  angels, 
"  that  thou  obferve  thefe  things,"  &c.  but  the  con- 
;fl:ru6lion  of  the  Greek  is,  "  I  charge  thee  before  tlie 
*'  God  and  Lord  Jesus  Christ  ;"  and,  why  it  i3 
tranflated  otherwife,  I  own  I  fee  not ;  for,  if  the  ar- 
ticle is  not  redundant,  and  is  to  be  conflrucd  at  all, 
it  affuredly  ought  to  be  conftrued  with  the  fubftan- 
tive  to  which  it  is  prefixed,  and  not  with  that  to 
which  it  is  not ;  and  then,  of  courfe,  the  Apoftle. 
ggain  ftyles  Jesus  Christ  '  God  and  Loiid.' 

H    3  TitU!} 
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Titus  i.  3.  Ev  yiyj(^vyiJiari  0  sirigiv^/iv  syoo  kxt  ixnai" 
yyjv  70V  (TooxYi^og  rj^v  QsoV  —  A-^er.  4.  Eif^'/jvyj  oiTro  &sov 
'tS-oirpo^,  KUi  Kv^iov  lifrov  ji^igov  lov  aour^^og  ^jj^mv* 
Here,  I  think,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  but  that  the 
<rooT/jpog  Qiov  of  the  former  verfe  is  the  fame  as  the 
vc^r/ipog  of  the  latter ;  but  the  latter  is  diftinguifhed 
from  ®5ov  'sucarpog ;  and  therefore  the  former.  The 
Apoftle  expreffly  calls  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  our 
Saviour:  he  as  expreilly  fays,  that  God  is  our  Sa- 
viour; therefore,  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  God 
our  Saviour,  perfonally  diftin6t,  as  the  Apollle  hath 
diitinguifhed  him,  from  God  the  Father^  and,  ag 
the  Son  of  God,  neceffarily  muft  be. 

In  the  next  chapter,  St.  Paul,  dire6ling  Titus  in 
what  manner,  and  with  what  dodlrine,  he  lliould  in- 
ftru6l  thofe  committed  to  his  charge,  to  the  intent, 
**^  that  they  may  adorn  the  doc9:rinc  of  God  our  Sa- 
"  viour  in  all  things,"  fubjoins  thefe  words,  "  For 
'^  the  o-race  of  God,  which  bringeth  fiilvation,  r, 
*'  %«f'5  Tou  Gscv  57  a-ccTri^iog,  hath  appeared  unto  all 
''  men,  teaching  us,  that,  denying  ungodliiiefs  and 
*'  worldly  lufts,  we  fhouldlive  foberly,  righteoufly, 
«*  and  godly,  in  this  prcfent  world,  looking  for  that 
^'  blefled  hope,  ^.nd  the  glorious  appearing  of  the  great 
^'  God,  and  pur  Saviour  Jesus  Chkist,  who  gave 
'^'  himfelf  for  us,"  &c.  Y.TiL'PxvHuv  r.;g  h^K  lov  fx£- 
'yuJ.ov  Qiov  xai,  (TooT/i^og  '/{^c^v  \v.<rov  X^/fCJ,  the  glori- 
ous manifeftation  of  the  great  God  and  Saviour  of  us, 
i.e.  our  great  God   and  Saviour^  Jesus  Christ; 

which 
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which  I  apprehend  to  be  the  true  conftru(9:'ion  of  the 
words,  as  the  peribnal  pronoun  -/ijjmv  belongs  as  well 
to  //.EyoiKov  Giov  as  to  a-ior/jpos.     Again, 

"Titus  iii.  4.  *Ots  ^s  5;  XpV'^ozT^g  xai  ^  (piXavSpocTrtcc 
iTTzipuwi  70V  cruTVi^og  )|/xwv  Qsov,  "  but  after  that  the 
'^  kindnefs  and  love  of  God  our  Saviour  toward  man 
"  appeared.  If,  as  the  Apoftle  repeatedly  tells  us, 
God  is  our  Saviour,  by  what  arguments  of  philofo- 
phical  infatuation  do  men  deceive  themfelves,  when 
they  argue  that  our  Saviour  is  not  God  ?  We-  do 
not  affirm  that  he  is  God  from  any  fanciful  deduc- 
tions of  our  own  minds ;  imagination  is  no  fource  of 
our  doctrine.  We  affirm,  that  he  is  God,  becaufe 
the  Scriptures  have  affirmed  it ;  and,  if  it  can  be 
proved  that  the  Scriptures  have  not  affirmed .  .it, 
neither  will  we  affirm  it.  But  all  the  art  and  chi- 
canery of  more  than  feventeen  hundred  years  have  not 
been  able  to  prove  this,  nor  ever  will  be  able  to 
prove  it ;  for,  the  dodlrine  is  the  do6lrine  of  the 
Scripture. 

There  is  another  proof  of  our  Lord's  Di^dnlty  de- 
rived from  what  follows  in  the  8th  verfe  of  this* 
chapter.  **  This  is  a  faithful  faying,  and  thefe 
**  things  I  will  that  thou  affirm  conftantly,  that  tbey 
*'  which  have  believed  in  God  might  be  careful  to 
"  maintain  good  works."  'O/  ziTi7i:ic;iv>toTsg  too  Qicc, 
Thefe  words  the  Apoftle  ufes  as  chara6leriftic  of  the 
Chrijiian  converts.     But  how,  or  in  v/hat  manner, 
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are  they  particularly  charafteriftic  of  them  ?  Did 
not  the  Jews  believe  in  God  ?  They  moft  certainly 
did.  But  the  Jews  not  being  any  part  of  Titus's 
charge,  and  the  words  being  inapplicable  to  them, 
therefore  they  muft  be  referred  to  perfons  whofe 
fgith  was  difierent  from  the  faith  of  the  Jews,  that 
is,  to  the  Chriftian  converts,  whofe  faith  in  God- 
was  different  from  the  faith  of  the  Jews,  and  was  the 
faith,  (ra;Tj;pog  y^jloov  Qeov,  which  the  Jews  rejedled. 
St.  Paul,  therefore,  having  chara6lerifed  the  Chrif- 
tians  as  zr^rifsuxoTeg  tm  0e«,  and  their  faith  in  God, 
differing  from  the  Jewifh  by  believing  in  Christ  ; 
therefore,  he  affixes  the  title  of  Qc-og  emphatically  to 
Christ,  who  is  the  Xoovip  ©so;. 

,:Wje  ought  now  to  proceed  to  the  evidence  which 
theEpiflle  to  the  Hebrews  will  afford  us;  but,  as  by 
fome  it  has  been  thought,  that  St.  Paul  was  not  the 
author  of  that  epiflle,  the  examination  of  it  fhall  be 
deferred,  and  we  will  go  on  to  the  General  Epiftle  of 
St.  James,  from  which  much  evidence  indeed  is  not 
to  be  expelled,  as  it  is  chiefly  employed  in  direct-, 
ing  the  moral  condu61;  of  Chriftians.  However,  one 
teflim-ony  we  have  very  full  and  diredl,  when  he 
calls  himfelf  Qsov  koh  Kup/ou  l-^jcw  Xp/g-of  dovKog,  i.  e. 
The  fervant  of  Jesus  Christ,  God  and  Lord.  Bat 
althougli  this,  perhaps,  is  the  only  dire6l  teflimony 
which  the  Epiftle  of  St.  James  will  afford  us,,  yet  the 
Apofile  plainly  intim.ates  to  us,  that  the  title  ®fog  is 
applicable  to  fomc  perfon  who  was  not  the  Father ; 

for, 
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for,  he  fays,  i.  2.7.  "  Pure  religion  before  God  and 
''  the  Father  is  this,"  &c.  And  again,  iii,  9.  Ev 
ccvrv\  evKoyov^iv  rov  @sov  xoci  •u^ccrs^a  ;  "  Herewith  blefs 
*«  we  God  and  the  Father,"  not  "  even  the  Father," 
as  it  is  in  our  tranflation,  a  mode  of  expreffion 
not  pecuhar  to  St.  James,  but  often  ufed  alfo  by  St, 
Paul,  who,  by  ufing  the  terms  God  the  Father  as 
well  as  God  and  the  Father,  feems  to  intimate  to  us, 
that  the  two  expreffions  have  different  extents.  A 
diverlity  there  evidently  is  in  the  expreffions  ©fov 
warpos  and  Qiov  kcci  z<raT^og ;  and,  as  it  fhould  feem, 
there  muft  have  been  fome  certain  caufe  of  it  in  the 
Apoftle's  mind.  The  diverlity  is  more  ftrikingly  ap- 
parent, Coloffians  ii.  2.  E;^  STiiyvuKnv  tov  [j.vgr,^icv  rou 
&SOV  Kixi  'zs-dTfiog  KCCI  Tcv  Xpigov,  *'  to  the  acknow- 
*'  ledgement  of  the  myftery  of  God,  and  of  the  Fa- 
*'  ther,  and  of  Christ."  If  the  Apollle  here  meant 
*^  of  the  God  and  Father,"  his  meaning  then  would 
have  been  the  fame  as  if  he  had  expreffed  himfelf 
Oscu  'u:cir(^og ;  and  then  how  fhall  we  account  for  his 
not  having  expreffed  himfelf  in  that  manner .''  How 
fhall  we  account  for  the  folemnity  with  v/hich  he 
fpeaks  of  a  myftery  as  containing  three  fubjedls  of 
it,  when  he  meant  that  it  contained  only  two  fub- 
jedls,  and  when  he  could  fo  eahly  have  hindered  us 
from  mifapprehending  him  by  writing,  as  he  often 
does,  Qcov  zu-uTpog }  The  language  2  Tiielf.  ii,  16. 
is  very  remarkable.  Avjog  h  0  Kvotog  /j/xo-v  irio-ovg  Xpia-- 
70g,   Koii  0  Q-fOg  n.oii  zs-aTvip  n^oov  0   ayaTrvjaoig  '^jxag  ;   ac- 

fording  to  our  tranflation,  "Now,  our  Lord  Jesus 
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''■  Christ  himfelf,  and  God  even  our  Father, 
*'  which  hath  loved  us;"  where,  at  all  events,  koh 
feeras  to  be  improperly  rendered  eveti ;  for,  the  tran- 
ilation,  as  it  Ihould  feem,  ought  to  have  been  either 
**  and  our  God  and  Father,"  or  the  whole  fhould 
have  been  thus:  "  Now  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
•^  himfelf,  and  God,  and  our  Father,  who  hath 
**  loved  us."  And  here,  as  we  are  upon  the  fubje6l, 
the  reader  will  permit  me  to  take  notice  of  a  pafiage 
wherein  St.  Paul  ufes  a  limilar  mode  of  expreffion, 
a  Cor.  i.  3.  EvKoy/jTogo  Gsog  %ai  'UjOi.v^f  lov  Kvpiov  t^jxoov 
Itjo-ov  Xp/g-ou;  "  Bleffed  be  God  even  the  Father  of 
**  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  But  the  tranflators 
undoubtedly  were  miftaken  in  rendering  7c<xi  even. 
In  I  Peter  i.  3.  they  tranflate  the  very  fame  words 
*^  Bleffed  be  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord  Je- 
*'  BUS  Christ."  One  of  thefe  tranflations  certainly 
muft  be  wrong :  but,  if  I  may  exprefs  m.y  own  opi- 
nion, which  I  do  with  great  diffidence,  neither  of 
them  is  ftri(9:ly  right,  as  I  fee  no  neceffity  for  ren- 
dering 0  ©iog  in  the  latter  inftance  the  God,  any 
more  than  for  rendering  y^t  even  in  the  former.  To 
a  perfon  perfuaded  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Holy 
Ghost  it  v>all  appear  very  probable  at  leaft,  if  not  cer- 
tain, that  by  0  ©iog  the  Holy  Ghost  is  intended  in 
both  inflances.  St.  John,  in  his  Gofpel,  tells  us, 
xiv.  26.  that  the  Holy  Ghost  is  the  Comforter,  0 
C3  ly^ucKzyJKYiiog  to  zs'vsvixoi  zo  ayiov.  Attend  then  to  the 
Apoftle's  words,  "  Bleffed  be  God,  and  the  Father 
*'  of  our  Lord"  Jesus  Christ  ;  the  Father  of  Mer- 
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*^  cies,  and  God  of  all  confolation,**  'o3-ci(rr,g  'Strapoi- 
TiKyjo-soog,  where  evidently  what  he  rfcribes  to  the 
'ZirciTrip  is  different  from  what  he  afcribes  to  the  o  ©tof ; 
and,  therefore,  they  are  diitindt  perfons.  Moreover, 
what  he  afcribes  to  each  is  charadferiftic  of  each ; 
for,  it  is  chara6leriftic  of  the  Father,  that  he  is  mer- 
ciful; of  theHoLY  Gkost,  that  he  is  the  Comforter. 
The  Father  is  the  Facher  of  Mercies,  the  Holy 
Ghost  the  God  of  all  Confolation. 

Once  more ;  i  Cor.  xv.  24.  Eira  to  Tc7\.-o<f  orav 
'zs-apx'Soo  rr,v  (3x(riXuocv  tu  Qjw  xai  Tu-tzTpi.  Here  again 
Geog  and  z-iaj^jp  feem  to  be  diftin6l  perfons,  which  is 
inrellioible  enou2;h  to  thofe  who  believe  that  there  is 
^  trinity  or  perfons  in  the  Godhead,  but  to  others 
muft  be  intricate  and  inexplicable.  When  the  end 
conicth,  when  all  the  purpofes  of  the  Evangelical 
difpenfation  fliall  be  finally  accomplished,  then  fhall 
the  kingdom,  which  had  been  excluiively  exefcifed 
by  the  incarnate  A070?,  be  delivered  up  ©^w,  xat- 
'v^arpi.  The  viog  himfelf  will  become  fabjedl ;  for, 
the  avip-ju'Ti-og  will  no  longer  have  any  fhare  in  the 
kingdom,  but  0  &sog  will  be  all  in  all,  ro:.  zircvra  sv 
'UTM^iv ;  and  the  Aoyog,  who  had  been  in  union  with 
the  fiSi/^pTTo;,  will  be  altogether  in  the  unity  of  the 
Godhead  ©5ou,  nui  u^otrpog. 

Should  any  one  obje6l  to  the  interpretation  of  noct 
by  **  and"  in  the  words  ©cw,  y.at  'z^-a.rpi,  he  will  be 
pleafed  to  conlider,  that,  if  it  is  interpreted  even,  the 
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diiTerence  will  be  more  in  appearance  than  in  reality ; 
inafmuch  as  "  God  even  the  Father"  will  ftill  imply 
a  0io^  diftin6l  from  the  Father.  For,  if  by  0cOf  was 
neceflarily  and  exclulively  meant  the  Father,  and 
if  by  the  Father  was  necelTarily  and  exclulively 
meant  o  05<?f,  the  ufe  of  both  terms  would  be  fuper- 
fluous,  and  no  more  information  would  be  conveyed 
by  the  ufe  of  both  terms  than  by  the  ufe  of  one  on- 
ly ;  fo  that,  interpret  it  as  you  will,  there  will  not  be 
much  difference.  In  the  one  cafe,  0cog  -hjoci  'zxraTvip 
will  be  diftin^  by  implication;  in  the  other,  the 
dillin{5lion  will  be  dire6l. 

I  have  farther  to  obferve,  and  therein  I  appre^ 
hend  I  fhall  meet  with  no  oppolition  from  perfons  of 
the  Arian  perfualion,  that  ©iog  'v^uTyjp  and  o  Qsog  xai 
isrccTvip  are  marked  to  be  of  different  imports  by  the 
omiffion  or  addition  of  the  article ;  where  the  words 
are  ufed  without  the  intervention  of  the  conjundlion, 
the  article  is  conllantly  omitted,  and  when  xca  in- 
tervenes, the  article  is  as  conftantly  prefixed.  And 
this  rule  is  invariably  prefervcd,  I  believe,  by  all  the 
different  writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  with  only- 
thefe  two  exceptions,  if  indeed  they  may  be  called 
exceptions,  John  vi.  27,  tovtqv  yap  0  '^f^cT/ip  sa-fppa- 
yto-ii'f  0  Qsos,  and  Ephef.  iv.  6,  ti^  ©scg  Kat  'ujurn^ 
'cc-(x.yioov.  Befides  thefe  two,  I  know  of  no  other  paf- 
fages  in  the  New  Tellanient  which  have  even  the 
appearance  of  being  exceptions  to  the  general  rule ; 
but  I  hardly  think  that  thefe  two  inflances  can  with, 
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any  propriety  be  conlidered  as  exceptions ;  in  the  for- 
mer, 0  QiOg  is  Detis  fcilicet,  and  the  whole  paffage  in 
our  Englifh  tranflation  fhould  have  been  rendered 
*'  For  him  hath  the  Father  fealed,  that  is,  God  ;'' 
juft  as  the  words  Matt.  xix.  17.  are  rendered  ovhig 
ayuSog,  SI  y-r]  nc,    0  Qsog.     *'  There  is  none  good  but 
*'  one,  that  is,  God.     In  the  latter,  where  the  ar- 
ticle is  omitted  before  Qsog  x.ui  z^rujrjp,  it  will  be  pro- 
bably thought,    that  by  reafon   of  the  word  Qcog 
being   combined   with   the   numeral   ag,    it  is  not 
applicable   to  the  prefent  queftion;  this,   however, 
muft  be  left  to  the  reader's  decifion.     One  thing  on- 
ly I  fhall  obferve,  that  as  &sog  Ts-otv/ia  and  0  ®5og  nai 
isajyif)  are  certainly  different  expreffions,  they  may 
naturally  be  conceived  to  have  different  extents  in 
the  intentions  of  the  facred  writers ;  and  that  0  ©.-c^ 
jioii  TiTczTyip  is  defigned  to  fignify  to  us,  that  the  w ai/jp 
is  not  0  Bsog  exclulively. 

From  the  firfl  Epiftle  of  St.  Peter  we  have  not 
much  to  produce  as  dire^ly  teftifying  to  the  Divinity 
of  the  Son  of  God,  although  the  whole,  interpreted 
according  to  the  analogy  of  faith,  f^rongly  coincides 
with  the  do(5lrine.  However,  in  the  fifth  chapter 
V.  2,  he  expreffes  himfelf  in  terms  which  are  not  ap- 
plicable to  any  but  Christ  ;  for,  he  fays  zs-oiixcxvurs  10 

sv  v^jLiV  'zu-oty.viov  lo'j  Osov ;cai  (puviocAi^iVTOg  lov  cc^x^~ 

TTOijjiSvogy  7iOjJiisi<jSs  Tov  ay,uoaVTivov  7rjg  do^t^g  cspavov.  The 
chief  fhepherd  is  he  v/hofe  the  flock  is ;  but  the 
Apoflle  fays,  the  fiock  cf  the  chief  fhepherd  is  the 
iiock  of  God,  'usoiy.viQv  tov  O.-cu;  therefore  the  chief 
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iHiepherd  is  God,  for  otherwife  the  flock  is  not  the 
flock  of  the  chief  fhepherd.     In  the  Hke  manner,  in 
the  preceding  chapter,  the  Apoftle  calls  the  Gofpel 
of  Christ  the  Gofpel  of  God,  "  What  fhall  be  the 
*'  end  (faith  he)  of  them  that  obey  not  the  Gofpel  of 
*'  God  ?"  which  is  often  likewife  the  language  of  St. 
Paul.     Now,  when  the  facred  writers  ufe  indifcrimi- 
nately  the  terms  "  Gofpel  of  Christ  "  or  "  Gofpel 
''  of  God,"  what  mult  the  reader  think,  but  that 
either  there   is  a  double  Gofpel,  the   one  diftinA 
from  the  other ;  or,  if  they  are  not  diftindl,    that 
Christ  and  God  are  one  ?     Let  Sophiftry  evade  this 
as  it  will,  fuch  neverthelefs  will  be  the  opinion  of 
the  bulk  of  mankind  ;  if  Christ  is  God,  there  is  no 
difficulty  at  all  in  underftanding  this  language  of  the 
facred  writers ;  but,  if  he  is  not,  we  fhall  be  unable 
to  give  any  tolerable  account  of  it  without  a  ftrange 
jumble  of  politions  and  inferences,  and  fuch  as  will 
Hill  leave  us  at  a  lofs  to  reconcile  the  loofe  carelefs 
manner  in  which  the  Apoftles  have  expreflcd  them- 
felves   with  their   infpiration ;    if  they   knew   that 
Christ  was  not  God,  vv'hy  fhould  they  term  that, 
which  we  all  know  to  be  emphatically  and  exclu- 
lively  the  Gofpel  of  Christ,  the  Gofpel  of  God  ? 
This  Is  opening  fuch  a  door  to  miftake  and  mifap- 
prehenlion  as  it  is  impoffible  they  could  have  been 
guilty  of.     If  the  hiftorlan,  In  fpeaking  of  any  parti- 
cular tra(5t  of  country,  fhould  call  it  the  territory  of 
Philip,    and  afterwards  fpeaking  of  the  very  fame 
tradl  of  country  flioukl  call  it  the  territory  of  the 
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King,  could  you  helitate  a  moment  in  pronouncing 
Philip  to  be  a  King  ?  Now  what  is  the  difference 
between  thefe  two  cafes  ?  abfolutely  none ;  the  ter- 
ritory is  the  territory  of  Philip,  and  is  called  alfo  the 
territory  of  the  King,  and  therefore  Philip  is  King. 
The  Gofpel  is  the  Gofpel  of  Christ,  and  is  called 
alfo  the  Gofpel  of  God,  therefore  Christ  is  God. 
He  that  can  fhew  any  difference  between  thefe  two 
cafes  may  be  allowed  to  offer  it  as  a  plea  for  him- 
felf  in  the  milinterpretation  of  the  facred  writers ; 
but,  if  he  can  fhew  no  difference  between  them,  it 
will  not  be  eafy  for  him  to  juftify  himfelf  in  putting 
an  interpretation  upon  the  plain  words  of  the  fa- 
cred writers,  different  from  what  he  would  put  upon 
the  plain  and  fimilar  words  of  any  other  writer. 
Again  our  Lord  fays.  Matt.  xvi.  i8.  "  Upon 
this  rock  will  I  build  my  Church ^^  Ett:  -luviyi  r;-;  z3-crp(5j 
ctKohiJLrjroo  [jlov  tjjv  s'>iy.KY}a-ixv.  But  where  in  the  New 
Teftament  is  the  Church  fpoken  of  and  diftinguifli- 
ed  other  than  as  the  Church  of  Go  a  }  I  do  not  know 
that  it  is  even  once  mentioned  under  the  terms  Church 
of  Christ  ;  where  then  are  we  to  look  for  the 
Church  of  Christ  ?  Mov  7^v  sKKXTiTiav  is  a,  limiting 
and  exclufive  expreflion ;  therefore  theChurch  of 
Christ  and  the  Church  of  God  are  one  and  the 
fame,  or  there  are  two  diflindl  Churches,  Vv'hich  no 
one  will  fay ;  but,  if  they  are  one  and  the  fame,  then 
mufl  Christ  and  God  be  one  and  the  fame.  Hence 
the  facred  writers,  by  chara6le riling  the  Church  un- 
der the  terms  Church  of  God,  affix  the  chara6ler  of 
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God  to  Jesus  Christ,  whofe  the  Church  is  from 
its  very  origin. 

The  fecond  Epiftle  of  St.  Peter  with  fome  perhaps 
will  be  thought  to  be  of  little  authority,    as  its  au- 
thenticity has  been  doubted ;  the  ftyle,  I  own,  dif- 
fers from  that  of  the  firft  Epiftle,  but  I  do  not  fee 
that  this  is  a  fufficient  ground  of  objection,  as  there 
are  a  thoufand  circumftances  which  may  occalion  a 
variation  of  ftyle ;   and  this  Epiftle,  as  we  under- 
hand, Vv^as  written  under  the  difconfolate  circum- 
ftances  of  a  prifon.     However,    I  believe  there   is 
fufficient  evidence  tiiat  it  was  written  in  the  Apoftolic 
age  ;  and,  as  the  writer  expreffly  fpeaks  of  himfelf 
under  the  name  and  charadler  of  "  Simon  Peter,  a 
Servant  and  Apoftle  of  Jesus  Christ,"  and  as  there 
is  no  other  poiitive  proof,  that  he  was  any  other 
than  Simon  Peter,  and,  moreover,  as  it  is  not  con- 
ceivable that  any  one  in  that  age  would  have   af- 
fumed  to  himfelf  a  name  which  was  not  his  own, 
and  wherein  his  forgery  and  falfehood  would  have 
been  fo  certain  of  being  detedled,  I  think  we  need 
not    helitate  a  moment    about  acknowledging  the 
Epiftle  to  be  his,  whofe  name  it  bears.     The  Apoftle 
then  thus  exprelies  hunfelf,  ch.  i.   i,  -voig  la-oji^ovri^iV 
T^joi^ovj i  Zui^i'y  sv  'hr/^o:ioo'Vv',]iov  &sov  vj[jMV  aai  crocT/jpog  Ivicrov 
X^igov  ;  ''  To  them  that  have  obtained  like  precious 
faith  with  us,  through  the  righteoufnefs  of  our  Gop, 
and  Saviour  Ji'-sus  Christ."     There  is  a  various 
reading  (I  own)   of   K;, :>/(?-'   inftead  of  Qcov;    but, 
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what  is  the  proof  that  Kip/ou  is  the  true  reading  ? 
Are  the  Apoftle's  words  unintelligible  except  it  is 
.fubftituted  in  the  room  of  0iou  ?  Is  the  do6lrine  of 
the  prefent  reading  inconliftent  with  the  general 
do6trine  of  the  other  parts  of  the  Scripture  ?  No  : 
nothing  of  the  kind.  Therefore,  as  there  is  no 
manner  of  call  for  a  various  reading,  in  order  to 
make  us  underftand  the  Apoftle's  meaning,  or  to 
render  him  confiftent  with  the  other  Apoftolical  and 
Sacred  Writers,  I  make  no  fcruple  in  pronouncing, 
that  the  various  reading  is  of  no  confequence ;  and 
that,  as  it  is  wholly  unnecefTary,  fo  would  it  be  very 
abfurd  to  adopt  it. 

Ch.  lii.  10.  **H^£/  §j  '^  -^jxspoi  K.v(^iov  wf  ?cA57:7j??,  &c. 
*'  But  the  day  of  the  Lord  will  come  as  a  thief  in 
''  the  night,  &c.  Seeing  then  that  all  thefe  things 
"  fhall  be  difTolved,  what  manner  of  perfons  ought  ye 
"  to  be  in  all  holy  converfation  and  godlinefs,  looking 
*'  for  and  hafting  tinlQ  the  comhig  of  the  day  0/  God!" 
TTpotrdoxto'VTaj  V.UI  (X'TVi\jhov':a.g  iv\))  'ujupOvcriav  trig  lov  Siov 
^^jis^ag.  Here  the  day  of  the  fecond  coming  of  our 
Lord  is  decidedly  and  unequivocally  called,  the 
day  of  God  ;  it  was  before  called  the  day  of  our 
Lord,  and  fo  it  is  frequently  called  ;  and,  as  there 
cannot  be  a  doubt  but  that  the  day  of  Christ  is 
thereby  meant,  therefore  the  day  of  Christ  is 
equivalent  to  the  day  of  Gob  ;  and,  therefore,  Christ 
is  God. 

I  From 
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From  the  Eplftles  of  St.  John,  I  need  felecH:  only 
one  paflage,  which  is  diredl  in  its  affertion,    and 
decidedly  conchilive.     i  John,  v.  20.     "  And  we 
^'  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  come,    and  hath 
"  given  us  an  underflanding,  that  we  may  know  him 
"  that  is  true.     And  w^e  are  in  him  that  is  true,  eveii 
*'  in  his  Son  Jesus  Christ.     This  is  the  true  Gou, 
''  and  eternal  life."     ''Ourog  sgiv  0  u'kvi'^ivcg   Qeog,  rat- 
^u)yj  ociooviog.     Now,  whether  you  refer  ovTog  to  ijog-iov 
©foo,  to-  o(.7\yfiivov,  or  to   \7iT0v   Xpi'-^M,  it   makes   no 
manner  of  diiFerence :  if  to  the  firft  of  thefe,  then- 
the  Apoftle  fays,  that  ''■  the  Son  of  God   is  God 
*'  indeed:"  if  to  the  fecond,  then  he  that  is  true  is 
God  indeed;  but  he  that  is  true  (he  fays)  is  Jesus 
Christ  the  Son  of  God  ;  therefore,  Jesus  Christ 
the  Son  of  God,  is  0  Mh^^mg  0co?,  God  indeed.     After 
fo  very  plain  and  fo  very  explicit  a  declaration  of 
the  beloved  Difciple  and  iVpoftle,  will  any  one  fay^ 
that  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  is  no  dodlrine 
of  the  New  Teflament?     By  what  argimients,  by 
what  perverf:  contortion  of  words,  is  this  teftament 
of  St.  Jolm  to  be  evaded  }     'Ovjog  is  bic  demonjlrathe^ 
and  it  refers  ta  Jesus  Christ,    and  therefore  he  is 
0  aKrfiivc-  Qicg ;  and  he  muft  be  totally  ignorant  of 
the  Greek  language,  who  attempts  to  refer  it  other- 
wife.     The  word  ihls^  in  our  Englifli  tranflation, 
does  not  feem  to  be  quite  right ;  it  would  have  been 
better,  if  it  had  been  rendered,  "  the  fame  is  truly 
"  God  ;"    for,    the  article  0    is  prefixed  to  uKyjOtvos 
merely  in  confequence  of  the  word  ovio;,  and  there- 
fore 
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^  fore  0  a'h.^^ivog  ought  not  to  be  conftriied  the  true, 
but,  adverbially,  truly  or  indeed. 

The  Epiftle   of  St.  Jude   affords  a  very   ftrong 
teftimdny  likewife  in  the  words  which  have   been 
already  cited  on  a  different  account,  ver.4.     "  For, 
'^  there  are   certain  men  crept  in  unawares,    who 
"  were  before  of  old  ordained  to  this  condemnation, 
'*  ungodly  men,  turning  t\it  grace  of  our  Got)  into 
"  lafcivioufhefs,  and  denying  the  only  Lord  God, 
*'  and   bur   Lord   Jesus   Christ."     From   thefe 
words,  I  cannot  help  taking  notice^  firfl:,  of  the  pe- 
culiarity of  the  expreffion  n:viv  tov  ©sov  rji/.oovyjx^iv  ^sia- 
Ti9svTsg  c-tg  cuasXysiav :  why  doth  the  Sacred  Writer  fay 
Ssov  ^i/.oov }     The  expreflion  is  not  very  frequent  or 
Common ;  fometirhes,  indeed,  it  is  ufed  by  the  other 
Writers  of  the  New  Teflament,  but  then,    as  it 
Hiould  feem,    always  with  a  marked  ligniiicance. 
t  Cor.  vi.    2.      AXkoi  a7riKova-(xcr9cj    aKKa,   YiyicurQ^TS^ 
aXKcx.  s^KatM^ijTt  sv  ■ruovb^oiti  tov  Kvpiov  Ivicov,  kui  svroo 
'^vsvfi.aiii  TOV  Osov  vi^Mv.  So  alfo,  i  ThefT.  ii.  2.  Ettc^^- 
^■ifia-iccu-ci^zQa.  sv  tuQSu)  yi^mv  KocKvicai  Turpog  viiag  10  sv(xy- 
ysXio/Tov  Osov,     And^  2  ThefT.  i.  12.  St.  Paul  ufes  the 
very  fame, expreflion  with   St.  Jude,  kocto,  iviv  ypioiv 
TOV  ©soil  ■^[j.uv  Kdi  Yi.v^iov  IvjiTov  "Koigov.     In  all  which 
inflances,  the  expreffion  is  ufed  v/ith  an  evident  de- 
fign  of  diflinguifhing  the  God  of  Chriflians  from 
the  God   acknowledged  by  the  refl  of  the  world. 
The  firfl  inflance  refers  to  the  God  of  Chriflians, 
into  whofe  name  they  were  baptized ;  and  therefore, 
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the  Apoftle  very  properly  ufes  the  expreffion  Qsov 
>;/xwv;  inalmuch  as  no  others  acknowledged  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft,  to  be  the  one 
God.  In  the  fecond  inftance,  wherein  he  fpeaks 
of  the  boldnefs  and  courage  wherewith  he  preached 
the  Gofpel,  encountering  all  difficulties,  he  was 
endued  with  it  by  our  God,  sv  tu  0i6o  -^ixuv,  by  the 
GoD  in  whom  we  Cliriilians  believe.  The  third 
inftance  fpeaks  plainly  enough  for  itfelf ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  unneceflary  to  point  out  its  propriety.  Let 
us  then  attend  to  what  St.  Jude  fays,  and. the  pro- 
priety of  his  uling  the  fame  expreffion  will  appear 
evident.  By  the  way,  however,  I  cannot  help  firft 
remarking,  that  Ignatius,  who  was  tiie  Difciple  of 
St.  John,  ufes  the  fame  expreffion,  and  in  a  very 
remarkable  manner.  In  his  Epiftle  to  the  Ephefians, 
xviii.  he  fays,  'O  yc/^  Ozog  t^mmv  Ijjjovj  o  ^^igog  £y.vo(po' 
m^r,  VTTO  Map/«j,  Kczroi  oiKO^c^ipcv  0;ou,  sx  crTrspjxcxTos  Aoc- 
loi^,  zs-vsv^aiog  h  ayiov ;  which  mode  of  expreffion 
occurs  m.ore  than  once  in  his  Epiftles.  St.  Jude's 
words  are,  "  For,  there  are  certain  men  crept  in  un- 
*'  awares,  who  were  before  of  old  ordained  to  this 
**  condemnation,  ungodly  men,  ^crsSe/?,  tjjv  tou  Qiov 
*'  v^jM))  yjoiciv  [jLsr(XTi9c).Jig  cig  cwsT^ysiocv,  impioufly  ma- 
*'  king  a  jell  of  the  grace  cf  our  god  ,  i.  ^.  of  the  god  of 
<*  us  Chriftians,  and  (as  impioully)  denying  him 
**  who  hath  tlie  fole  dominion,  7ov  ^cvov  h(r7ro77]v,  our 
"  God  and  Loud  Jesus  Christ,  Gsov  k^i  Kipv 
*'  )j/xwv  I'/jcrouv  X^ic;ov."  I  muft  here  be.  forgiven,  if  I 
once  more  objeA  to  our  Fnglifh  tranflation  in  this 
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inftance.     The  words  certainly  do  not  appear  to  be 
rendered  properly  by  "  the  only  Lord  God  and 
'^  our  Lord."     AscrTTOTyjv  is  not  an  adjedlive,  but  a 
fubftantive   in   concord  with  its  adjedlive  fxo'w ;  and 
therefore  in  conftruclion  is  limited  to  that ;  but,  in 
the  translation,  its  power  is  transferred,  as  if  it  was 
in  agreement  with  G.-ov,  and  as  if  it  had  an  adje6tivc 
iignification,    which  it  certainly  has  not.     Caftalio 
tranllates  it  Solu?n  Herum  Deum ;     what  kind  ef  lan- 
guage this  is  I  undertake  not   to  determine ;    but 
it  is  ftrange  that  the  manifefi:  impropriety  of  it  did 
not  ftrike  him ;  fuch  language  feems  rather  to  be 
burlefque  than  any  thing  elfe ;  others,  perhaps,  may 
have   tranflated  the  words   as   erroneoufly,    but   in 
what  manner  I  ftay  not  to  enquire.     The  error  of 
the  tranflation  feems  moft  probably  to  have  arifen 
from  its  having  been  fuppofed   that  MONON   lur- 
TToiYiv  could   not   with  truth    be  applied   to  Jesus 
Christ.     But,    it  lliould  have  been  remembered, 
what  is   really  the  truth   of  the    Gofpel    is  truth, 
''  that  ^// power  was  given  to  Jesus  Christ,  both 
in  Heaven  and  Earth."     It  fhould  have  been  remem- 
bered,   what   our   Lord    himfelf  afllires    us,    that 
*^  the  Father  judgeth  no  man,,  but  hath  committed 
"  ^//judgement  to  the  Son  ;"  and,  if  thefe  things  had 
been  remembered,    tlie  tranflators  would  have  had 
no  difficulty  in  rendering  the  words  "  denying  him, 
*'  who  hath   the   fole   dominion,    our   God,     and 
**  Lord,  Jesus  Christ;"  for,  fuch,  accordingto  all 
the  rules  of  conftrudlion,  feems  to  be  the  only  true 
interpretation  of  the  Greek  words. 
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St.  Jude  concludes  his  Epiftle  in  terms  no  Icis 
itrongly  attefting  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God, 
wien  he  afcribes  to  him  Glory  and  Majefty,  Domi- 
nion and  Power,  both  now,  and  ever.     Mo^w  a-olcc 

ztoti  wv  KOii  Hi  'UjGi.vTo.c,  Tovg  aioovag,  A^ajji/.  He  that  cart 
£nd  out  a  confiftent  and  true  mode  of  applying  thefe 
words  otherwife  than  to  our  acknowledged  Saviour^ 
let  fiun  dp  it. 

.Xlere  then  I  fhall  conclude  my  enquiry  into  the 
e'vidence  that  may  be  brought,  from  the  New  Tefla- 
rrient,  in  proof  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  ; 
not  becaufe'  more  could  not  have  been  produced ; 
for,  the  whole  is  full  of  evidence ;  but  becaufe  fuf- 
ficient  has  been  already  produced  to  fatisfy  any  rea- 
fonable  enquiries,  and  becaufe,  if  what  has  been  al- 
ready produced  is  ineffe6tual  for  that  purpofe,  nei- 
ther would  a  farther  accumulation  of  fimilar  evidence 
prove  efFedlual. 

That  which  I  undertook  to  prove  was,  that,  if  we 
are  not  miSaken  in  our  conclufion,  that  Jesus  is 
God,  becaufe  he  is  declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God  ; 
then  would  the  Sacred  Writings  of  the  N^w  Tefta- 
ment  afford  us  as  clear  evidence  to  the  truth  of  this 
conclufion  as  they  do  to  the  truth  of  our  conclu- 
fion that  he  is  man,  becaufe  he  is  called  the  Son 
of  man.  The  evidence  is  now  before  the  reader, 
from  the  EvangeliHis^  from  St.  Paul,  St.  Peter,  St. 
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James,  St.  John,  and  St.  Jade.  If  the  evidence 
produced  is  not  fuch  as  their  writings  will  jiiftify  to 
be  the  truth;  the  writer  of  thefe  pages  will  moft 
readily  acknowledge  himfelf  to  be  in  an  error,  and 
retradl  the  whole  of  what  he  has  faid ;  the  truth,  let 
it  be  on  which  fide  it  will,  is  all  that  he  aims  at, 
both  for  himfelf  and  for  others ;  and,  if  the  truth 
really  is,  that  the  Son  of  God  is  not  God,  neither 
will  he  prefume  to  affirm  the  contrary.  But,  what 
is  truth  ?  and  what  is  its  ftandard  ?  Is  imagination, 
or  the  effort  of  an  uninformed  mind,  the  meafure  of 
it  ?  or  does  it  depend  upon  the  Revelation  of  the 
God  of  truth?  If  the  former,  then  will  it  be  as 
changeable  and  fluctuating  as  the  human  mind, 
which  to-day  adopts  v/hat  to-morrow  it  rejedls. 
For  a  length  of  time,  ideas  were  fuppofed  to  be  in- 
nate to  the  human  mind.  Mr.  Locke  has  now  de- 
monllrated,  that  ideas  are  not  innate,  and  the  mind 
acquiefces  with  that  demonftration.  But  fome  fu- 
ture Demonfcrator  may  perhaps  arife,  who  will  bring 
us  back  to  the  old  flandard.  Capricious  as  the  mind 
then  evidently  has  been  in  this  inftance  (and  a 
thoufand  inftance s  of  a  iimilar  nature  might  be  men- 
tioned), how  is  it  poffible,  that  the  mind  can  be  the 
meafure  ■  of  truth  ?  The  reafoning  of  the  human 
mind  may  be  all  juft,  regular,  and  conclulive,  and 
yet  be  deftitute  of  truth ;  for,  truth  does  not  depend 
merely  upon  the  comparifon  of  ideas,  but  upon  the 
primary  idea ;  which  if  falfc  itfelf,  the  regularity 
of  our  reafoning,    and  the   conclulions  which  we 
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draw  from  it,  will  not  render  it  true*.  It  is  a  pri- 
mary idea,  that  the  moon  is  a  habitable  world  like 
our  own ;  thence  we  reafon  that  it  hath  rivers, 
and  feas,  and  mountains  in  it,  as  our  own;  and, 
becaufe  our  earth  hath  volcanos  in  it,  we  conclude 
the  fame  of  the  mioon ;  and  by  the  help  of  our  glaf- 
fes  the  conclufion  feems  to  be  confirmed  to  us. 
But,  is  it  therefore  true  that  the  moon  hath  all  thefe 
thines  in  it,  becaufe  there  is  no  defe6t  in  our  rea- 
foning  from  the  primary  idea  ?  Suppofe  any  per- 
fon,  by  feme  llrange  capricious  turn  of  mind, 
fhould  adopt  it  as  a  primary  idea,  that  the  moon 
was  nothing  elfe  but  a  large  mirror ;  might  he  not 
reafon  as  plauiibly  and  regularly  from  his  idea  as 
we  do  from  ours  ?  and  might  not  fancy  help  him 
to  difcover  in  it  a.  reprefentation  of  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  ?  and  of  the  earthly  volcanos  which  our  glaf- 
fes  feem  to  tell  us  really  have  an  exigence  in  the 
moon  ?  But  it  will  be  fain,  our  primary  idea,  that 
the  moon  is  a  habitable  world  like  our  own,  hath 
nothins:  unreafonable  in  it.  I  will  own,  that  it  hath 
nothing  that  is  im.poffible  in  it,  as  far  as  I  am 
acquainted  with  the  bounds  of  poflibility:  but,  if 
It  is  truth,  it  will  not  be  poflible  that  it  fhould  be 
any  thing  elfe;  but,  as  this  will  not  be  faid,  our 
r^afoning  upon  this  fubjedl:,  and   our  conclulions, 

*  Upon  this  Aibjec't,  the  reader  canror,  but  with  great  fatifr 
faction  to  himfclf,  confult  the  very  excellent  publication  of  Dr. 
Beatiie,  on  the  Immutability  of  Ti  uth. 

will 


(       121       ) 

will  be  all  arbitrary ;  and  fo  will  they  be  upon  every 
other  fubjedl,  where  the  primary  idea  is  not  a(5lual 
truth. 

Now,  if  the  primary  idea  mult  be  adtual  truth, 
in  order  to  give  the  fan6lion  of  truth  to  our  reafon- 
ing  and  conclulions ;  upon  what  muft  this  idea  reft, 
that  it  may  be  eftablifhed  to  be  a61ual  truth  ?  As 
for  inltance  :  it  is  our  primary  idea  concerning  God, 
that  he  is  only  one  God  ;  upon  what  does  this  idea 
reft  ?  Innate  it  certainly  is  not ;  for,  if  it  was,  every 
mind  would  have  it,  which  we  all  know  is  not  the 
cafe;  for,  the  far  greater  majority  of  mankind,  for  a 
long  continued  feries  of  ages,  were  impreiTed  with 
the  idea  of  hjoly  Theifm.  Is  it  the  pure  genuine 
production  of  the  mind  itfelf,  and  the  refult  of 
thought  and  contemplafion  ?  How  know  you  that 
it  is  true  ?  Your  thinking  it  to  be  true  doth  not  ef- 
tablifh  it  to  be  the  truth  v/itliout  fome  other  au- 
thority. Polytheifm  may  avail  itfelf  of  a  plea  of  this 
kind  as  well  as -of- the  unity  ofGoD;  but  all  your 
reafon  in  every  inftance  perfeftly  coincides  with 
the  idea,  and  therefore  you  know  it  to  be  true ;  this 
is  not  a  right  conclufion.  All  your  reafon  coincides 
with  it,  becaufe  it  is  true ;  but  it  is  not  therefore 
true,  becaufe  your  reafon  coincides  with  it.  Some 
ages  fmce,  all  the  world  agreed,  that  there  was  no 
void  in  nature,  that  nature  abhorred  a  vacuum ;  all 
the  reafon  of  the  wifeft  men  coincided  with  the  idea ; 
but,  if  that  coincidence  eftabliHied  it  to  be  a  truth, 
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what  are  we  to  think  of  what  we  now  receive  for 
truth,  that  the  operations  of  nature  cannot  be  carried 
on  without  a  vacuum  ?  Here  then  manifeftly  is  a 
coincidence  of  reafon,  with  two  diredily  contrary 
ideas;  the  one,  that  there  is,  the  other,  that  there 
is  not,  a  vaciuuT!.  Nbw,  as  both  connot  be  true, 
therefore  reafon  in  one  inftance  or  the  other  coin- 
cided with  what  is  falfe ;  confequently  an  idea  is  not 
therefore  true,  becaufe  your  reafon  coincides  with 
it.-  It  will  be  ufelefs  to  urge,  that  new  lights  broke 
in  upon  the  mind,  new  difcoveries  were  made, 
which  determined  the  mind  in  tb-e  reje(9:ion  of  a 
plenum;  for,  this  only  ferves  to  fhew  the  impotence 
of  reafon  in  eftablilliing  actual  truth.  If,  as  in  the 
prefent  inftance,  what  was  eftabliflied  for  truth  an 
hundred  and  fifty  years  back  has  been  rejected,  on 
account  of  new  lights  and  difcoveries ;  who  knows, 
but  an  hundred  and  fifty  years  hence  ftill  newer 
lights  may  break  in  upon  us  ?  J^nd  then  we  may 
liave  neither  a  vacuum  nor  a  plenum,  but  fomething 
elfe ;  for,  if  new  lights  will  juftify  reafon  in  varying 
from  an  eftablifhed  truth  in  one  inftance,  it  will  in 
another;  confequently  the  coincidence  of  reafon 
with  an  idea  is  no  proof  of  its  being  a(5lual 
truth. 

Now,  if  fuch  be  the  fluctuation  and  defedl  of 
reafon  in  the  eftablifhment  of  truth,  as  hath  been 
exemplified  in  the  foregoing  inftance,  and  in  a 
cafe  wherein  our  fenfes  alfo  were  concerned ;    what, 

and 
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and  how  great,  muft  be  its  defe6l,  where  Godj  his 
being,  and  our  own  future  being,  are  concerned! 

Is  it  the  voice  of  reafon,  that  there  is  no  other 
God  but  one  only  ?  When  was  this  voice  ever  heard  ? 
Look  into  the  hillory  of  mankind  from  its  earheft 
ages;  is  there  any  thing  of.tiie  kmd  to  be  found 
there  ?  does  not  the  fadl  proclaim  the  contrary  in  all 
ages,  and  among  all  nations,  except  the  Jews  ?  and 
even  in  the  little  glimmering  of  the  idea  which  is 
to  be  met  with  among  fonie  of  the  Philofophers, 
was  it  not  all  derived  from.thfiir  intercourfe  with  the 
Jews  ?  for,  prior  to  fucli  intercourfe,  no  fuch  idea 
occurs  in  the  whole  hiftory  of  mankind  from  the 
one  end  of  the  world  to  the  other      Upon  vvhat  then 
does  the  idea  refl,  that  there  is  only  one  God  ?  If 
only  upon  its  conformity  with  our  reafon,  how  know 
we  that  fome  new  light  may  not  hereafter  break  in 
upon  our  reafon,  and  caufc  us  to  rejedl  this  idea  in 
order  to  introduce  a  different  one  ?  Such  has  been 
the  cafe  in  other  inftances ;  and  fuch  may  be  the 
cafe  in  this,  if  the  truth  of  God's  unity  refts  only 
on   its   idea    being    conformable   with  our    reafon, 
Reafon  does  undoubtedly   moft  ftrongly  and   fully 
approve  of  the  idea,  and  fo  it  did  of  a  plenum  ;  but 
this  latter  it  has  rejedled,  as  what  it  can  no  longer, 
adopt.     And  what  alfurance   is  there  that  it  will 
never  reje6l  the  unity  of  God  ?     Time,  and  new 
lights  (whether  true  or  falfe  I  enquire  not),  may  in 
fiiture  fet  reafon  at  variarice  with  the  idea,  and  moft 
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probably  will,  if  it  has  no  other  ground  for  its  truth 
than  what  the  approbation  of  reafon  gives  it.  But, 
jf  the  unity  of  God  is  a  truth,  it  muft  reft  upon 
jfome  other  and  certain  balis,  upon  a  baiis  which 
will  not  admit  of  being  difturbed  by  new  lights 
and  new  difcoveries ;  a  bafis,  which  will  fupport  it 
tinfhaken  through  all  the  flu6luations  of  time  and 
circumfkances.  Upon  fuch  it  certainly  does  reft ; 
for,  heaven  has  revealed  it  to  us  to  be  a  truth ;  no 
new  lights  therefore  can  operate  upon  the  mind  in 
this  cafe :  it  is  a  truth,  a  revealed  truth,  and  un- 
alterable as  its  great  Author. 

As  then  our  primary  idea  of  the  Divinity  is  actual 
truth,  becaufe  iixed  on  the  firm  baiis  of  revelation  ; 
fo,  if  we  reafon  juftly,  will  our  deductions  from  it 
be  true  likewife.  But,  in  our  reafoning  from  this 
great  fubje^V,  the  -utmoft  caution  is  to  be  applied, 
that  we  do  not  derive  confequences  from  it  which  it 
will  not  juftify,  that  v>'e  do  not  reje6l  a  farther  reiye- 
laiion  of  the  nature  of  God  from  a  prefumption  of 
its  being  inconfiftent  with  his  divine  unity ;  for,  it  is 
impofiible  that  a  revelation  from  God,  with  regard  to 
the  Divine  Nature,  can  be  inconfiftent  with  the 
Divine  Unity;  and  therefore,  if  there  appears  to  be 
any  inconfiftency  in  it,  t]\e  inconfiftency  muft  be  in 
our  apprehenfion,  which  we  muft  endeavour  to  rec- 
tify, but  not  in  the  revelation. 
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Let  it  be  remembered,  that  the  revelation  of 
God's  unity  is  not  a  revelation  of  the  whole  of  the 
divine  nature ;  it  is  a  revelation  of  only  one  point, 
and  therefore  a  fubfequent  revelation  may  communi- 
cate to  us  what  is  not  comprehended  under  this 
one  point,  and  more  than  we  pollibly  can  derive 
from  it  by  our  reafoning  powers.  The  nature  of 
God,  until  made  known  to  us  by  the  light  of 
revelation,  is  like  an  unexplored  region,  of  whofe 
quality  and  producSlions  we  knovv'  nothing ;  afiured 
w€  may  be  of  its  exiftence,  but  of  what  belongs  to 
it  we  can  know  nothing,  until  the  traveller,  who 
has  explored  it,  fhall  have  given  us  the  neceflary  in- 
formation. AlTured  we  are,  becaufe  it  is  a  revealed 
truthjOf  the  exiftence  of  God,  and  that  there  is  but 
one  God  only;  but  of  his  nature,  and  being,  what 
can  we  fay,  unlefs  guided  by  a  divine  light  ?  Rea- 
fon  can  infer  nothing  from  the  unity  of  God,  with 
regard  to  his  effential  nature.  Let  an  argument  be 
framed:  God  is  only  one,  therefore  his  eflential 
nature  is — What  ?  Therefore,  his  effential  nature  is 
unity ;  but  what  is  this  ?  this  is  only  making  the 
inference  the  fame  as  the  premifes ;  God  is  one, 
therefore  he  is  one.  But  the  queftion  is,  what  is 
the  ejfential  nature  of  God  ?  and  this  cannot  be  in- 
ferred from  his  unity;  that  is,  no  inference  from  his 
unity  will  inform  us.  Our  intelligence,  therefore, 
muft  come  to  us  from  revelation  ;  and,  if  it  comes  to 
us  from  revelation,  v/e  knov/,  and  are  affured,  that 
it  is  acf ual  truth,  however  it  may  not,  in  feme  in- 

mces. 


A^, 


(     i26    ) 

l!:ance§,  meet  with  the  dirc6l  approbation  of  our  rea- 
son. Under  the  various  fliuSluations  of  the  himiari 
mindj  reafon  will  often  vary  from  the  truth ;  expe- 
dience afTures  us  of  it ;  experience  afTures  us,  that  it 
may  fo  vary  from  it,  as  to  efteem  what  is  actual  truth 
to  be  an  abfurdity,  and  impoffible.  And,  therefore, 
a  revelation,  even  if  it  fhould  not  m.eet  with  the  di- 
te6l  approbation  of  our  reafon^  is  not  to  be  fejedled 
merely  on  that  account;  for,  it  iiiay  be  a6lual  truth 
notwithftanding. 

The  truth  of  a  revelation  jefts  not  af  all  On  the 
ftccdrd  of  our  natural  reafon  with  tlie  matter  reveal- 
ed ;    but  on  the  authority  with  which  the  revelatioi^ 
is  conimunicated  to  us ;  and,  if  that  authority  is  fuf- 
liciently  eflablifhed ,  it  will  be  ufelefs  to  oppofe  the 
inatter  revealed  with  an  outcry  of  abfurdity  and  con- 
tradiction ;  we  may  d.s  vvell  dppofe  matters  of  fa6l 
with  the  faitie  outcry^     How  abfurd,  how  contrary 
to  our  reafon,  doe's  it  appear  to  be,  that  any  human 
beings  fiiould  nicike  a  beverage  of  their  own  faliva, 
and  be  happy  in  intoxicating  thcmfelves  with  it !  and 
yet  fuch  is  the  evidence  of  fa(^  attefted  by  eye-wit- 
neffes  of  it.     We  do  not  canvas  this  on  the  ground 
of  probability  or  abfurdity ;  v/c  do  not  make  either 
the  ftandard  of  the  truth  of  the  fadf.     The  evidence 
of  the  eye-witnefs  who  attefts  it  fuperfedes  all   dif- 
cuffion ;    and  it  is  his  evidence  alone  which  makes 
us  receive  as  a  truth  what  otherwife  we  fhould  think 
incredible.     As  then    fuch  is  the  condu(5l  of  the 
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human  mirxd  in  general,  that  it  admits  and  receives 
the  fa6t  on  the  authenticity  of  the  evidence  by  which 
it  is  fupported ;  as  its  general  mode  of  proceedino-  is 
to  judge  of  the  truth  of  the  fa6t  by  the  authenticity 
of  the  evidence,  and  not  to  argue  the  incompetency 
of  the  evidence  from  the  nature  of  the  fa<5l ;  why 
are  we  to  proceed  in  a  different  manner,  when  a 
fubje^l  of  fo  high  a  nature  as  the  being  of  God  is 
concerned  ? 

If  the  authority  with  w^hich  the  revelation  is  com- 
municated to  us  is  once  fufficiently  ellablifhed,  it 
fuperfedes  all  difciiffion  ;  the  matter  revealed  is  juf- 
tified  to  be  the  truth,  becaufe  the  authority  with 
which  it  is  communicated  to  us  is  fufhciently  efta- 
bliflied  ;  therefore  it  is  true,  becaufe  We  know  it  to  be 
a  revelation.  But  the  argument  would  be  prepofte- 
rous,  to  fay,  therefore,  the  fufficiendy-authoriied  re- 
velation is  no  revelation,  nor  true,  becaufe  our  rea- 
fon  doth  not  approve  the  matter  revealed.  Prior  ta 
the  communication  of  the  revelation,  reafon  hath 
determined  that  the  revelation  from  the  God  of 
truth  mull  be  true,  therefore  ther  matter  revealed 
muft  be  true  alfo.  The  certainty  of  the  revelation  is 
the  teft  of  the  truth  of  the  matter  revealed,  not  the 
matter  revealed  the  teft  of  the  revelation. 

But  it  has  been  faid,  and  ftrangely  faid  too,  that 
reafon  is  unqueftionably  the  fir jl  r  .velation  of  God  to 
man;    and  hence  it  has  been  inferred,    tliat  rea- 
fon 
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fon  is  to  be  the  judge  of  the  revelation,  whether  it 
comes  from  God,  or  ctherwife.  The  premifes  are 
abfurd ;  for,  reafon  is  no  more  a  revelation  than  any 
other  power  of  the  mind,  or  than  light  and  hearing, 
whereby  we  diftinguifh  founds  and  colours ;  they  are 
all  gifts,  endowments  from  God  to  his  creatures; 
but,  to  call  either  of  them  a  revelation  is  infinitely 
ridiculous.  The  inference  y^let  the  premifes  be  what 
they  will)  is  partly  true  and  partly  falfe ;  for,  rea- 
fon certainly  is  to  be  exercifed  in  enquiring  and  de- 
termining whether  a  revelation  comes  from  God,  or 
not ;  wherein  its  firft  operation  is  to  afcertain  whe- 
ther the  perfon  who  communicates  it  hath  a  divine 
miffion :  if  the  refult  is,  that  he  certainly  doth  not 
appear  to  have  any  fuch  divine  miffion,  then  un- 
queftionably  whatever  his  pretended  revelation  may 
be,  reafon  will  reje6f  it  as  a  revelation :  but,  if  the 
refult  is,  that  he  certainly  hath  a  divine  miffion,  and 
that  God  hath  fent  him  to  communicate  a  revelation  to 
us,  then  reafon  is  neceifarily  called  upon  to  admit 
and  to  receive  that  revelation,  becaufe  it  comes  from 
God.  After  then  it  is  eftablifhed,  that  the  perfon 
communicating  hath  a  divine  miffion,  and  that  the 
end  of  his  miffion  is  to  communicate  to  us  a  revela- 
tion from  God  ;  what  hath  reafon  farther  to  do  ? 
is  it  to  canvas  and  lift  the  matter  revealed  in  order 
to  find  flaws  in  it  ?  But  the  exercife  of  reafon,  in  or- 
der to  find  flaws  in  what  reafon  hath  acknowledged 
to  be  a  revelation  from  God,  is  the  exercife  of  folly ; 
it  is  to  undo  with  one  hand  what  you  have  done  with 
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the  other;  for,  from  a  divine  miffion  can  come  no- 
thing but  what  is  tru€,  and  therefore,  in  canvaffin^- 
and  endeavouring  to  find   flaws   in   the   matter   re- 
vealed,   reafon   is   endeavouring   to   overthrow   the 
truth  of  what  it  had  cftablifhed  and  acknowledged 
to  be  true.     Reafon  acknowledges  the  truth  of  this 
propoiition,  that  the  whole  is   more  than  a  part. 
Would  it  not  be  wifely  employed  after  this  acknow- 
ledgement, in  endeavouring  to  lind  a  flaw   Iierein, 
in  endeavouring  to  And  a  flaw   in  what  it  cannot 
avoid  giving  its  aflent  to  ?    With  equal  wifdom  is  it 
employed  in  endeavouring  to  And  flaws  in  the  mat- 
ter revealed,  when  it  acknowledges  that  the   revela- 
tion comes  from  God.     The  matter  revealed  is  the 
revelation  :  the  perfon  comimunicating  it  is  acknow- 
ledged to  have  a  divine  million ;  therefore,  the  m.at- 
ter  revealed  is  true ;  therefore,  likewife,  it  is  true, 
however  it  may  not  happen  to  fall  in   immediately 
with  our  apprehenfion-     For,  in  a  revelation  which 
regards  the  inviflble  world,  which  re2;ards  the  efien- 
tial  nature  of  the  Divine   Being,   it   cannot   be   but 
that  difiiculties  mull  occur,  and  fuch  as  will  not  in 
every  refpeft  be  folvable  by  the  human  mind.    But, 
let  the  difficulties  be  what  they  will,  fliill  if  the  au- 
thority of  the  divine  mifl^icn  is  efl:ablilhed,  theie  will 
not  operate  to  the  difcredit  of  the  revelation,  nor  in 
reafon  can  they,  till  the  authority  of  the  divine  mli- 
flon  is  defl:royed.    V/hile  that  authority  remains  un- 
fliaken,  the  difficuities  in  the  matter   revealed  can 
be  of  no  account.     "  Believe  me,  faith  our  Lord, 
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'*  that  I  am  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  me." 
Will  you  refufe  to  belieye  this  becaufe  of  the  diffi- 
eulty  there  is  in  the  faying  ?  You  cannot  do  it 
without  firft  dilbelieving  his  divine  miflion.  But 
this  is  fo  fully  cftablifhed  by  his  mighty  works  and 
miracles,  that  you  cannot  deny  it;,  therefore,  the 
difficulty  which  there  may  be  in  the  faying  can  be 
no  reafonable  ground  for  dilbelieving  it. 

These  is  fomething  unaccountabTy  weak  in  the 
progrefs  of  fome  men's  minds  who  receive  the  mef- 
fenger  as  having  a  divine  miflion,  as  certainly  com- 
ing from  God,  and  then  reje6^  what  he  communi- 
cates to-  themy  becaufe  their  reafon  cannot  make  it 
out  with  the  fame  clearnefs  and  perfpicuity  as  it 
makes  out  the  things  which-  belong  purely  to  this 
world.     But  is  it  even  imaginable  that  reafon  fhould' 
always  be  able  to  do  this,  that  in  a  revelation  of  the 
ellential  nature  of  the  incQmprehenlible  God,    ife 
fhould  be  able  to  make  out  every  thing  appertaining. 
to  it  with  that  determinate  clearnefs  which  it  hath 
upon  fubje6ls  of  an  inferior  nature  ?     If  a  defedl  of 
this  kind  is  a  fufhcient  ground  for  reje^ing  a  reve- 
lation, it  is  a  fufficient  ground  for  rejedling  God 
himfelf,  who  is  incomprehcnfible.     What  clearnefs, 
what  perfpicuity  of  ideas  liave  you  when  you  tell  ua 
that  God  is  a  fpirit  ?     For,  what  politively  is  a  fpi- 
rit  ?     When  you  tell  us  of  his  omniprefence,  and 
that  time  is  no  meafure  of  his  exifberre,  do  not 
:.hefe  things  fecm  to  contradict  the  plain  di-dlates  of 
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reafon  and  common  fenfe  ?  Have  you  any  concep- 
tion of  the  meafure  of  exiftence  without  time  ?  YoU 
certainly  have  none.  The  conception,  notvv'ith- 
llanding  every  effort  of  the  mind,  is  an  impoffible 
conception. 

It  contradidls  the  plain  dictates  of  reafon  and 
common  fenfe  to  affirm,  that  any  body  can  be  m 
more  places  than  one  at  the  fame  inllant.  When, 
therefore,  you  affert  the  omnipre fence  of  God,  you 
contradict:  thofe  plain  dictates.  It  is  in  vain  to  urge, 
that  God  is  a  fpirit ;  for,  this  will  not  do  away  the 
contradi6lion,  until  you  have  proved  from  reafon 
what  a  fpirit  is  po/ilively  ;  a  proof  which  does  not  lie 
within  the  power  of  human  reafon  i  and  until  you 
have  fhewn  that  it  is  not  fubjedt  to  the  fame  laws  as 
body  is :  but  this  cannot  be  fhewn  without  being 
able  to  fhew  what  a  fpirit  is  pojitively. 

The  plain  dictates  of  reafon  and  common  fenfe 
alfo,  are,  that  exiftence  implies  duration,  and  that 
duration  implies  time,  and,  therefore,  that  time  is 
neceffarily  the  meafure  of  exiftence.  But,  in  God 
we  acknowledge  that  it  is  not  fo;  and,  therefore,  in 
God  we  acknowledge  what  contradidls  the  plain 
didlates  of  reafon  and  common  {qh^q.  With  what 
wifdom  then,,  or  folly  fliall  I  rather  fay,  can  we  de- 
ny, that  any  revelation  can  be  true,  which  contra- 
di6ls  the  plain  dictates  of  reafon  and  common  itii(z  ? 
In  this  inftance  we  evidently  acknovv'ledge  to  be  true 
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what  plainly  contradi(5ls  them,  and  in  the  nature  df 
God  there  may  be  many  other  inftances  of  a  limi- 
lar  kind,  unlefs  the  nature  of  God  differs  not  from 
the  nature  of  man ;  and,  indeed,  I  may  venture  to 
fay,  there  muft  be  many  limilarinftances,  becaufe,  in 
different  natures  there  mull  be  different  properties;  for, 
if  there  were  not,  the  natures  would  not  differ ;  but 
the  nature  of  God  differs  infinitely  from  the  nature 
of  man.  To  quarrel,  therefore,  with  a  revelation 
concerning  the  nature  of  God,  becaufe  our  realbn 
cannot  make  out  its  properties  with  the  fame  eafe 
and  perfpicuity  as  it  makes  out  what  appertains  to 
the  nature  of  man  muft  be  unwife  in  the  higheft  de- 
gree. 

I  do  not  wifh  by  any  means  to  depreciate  human 
reafon  ;  and  whoever  fhall  fay  that  it  is  my  objedf , 
will  fay  what  is  not  true.  Reafon  is  undoubtedly  a 
noble,  and  the  diftinguifhing  gift  of  God  to  human 
creatures ;  but  then  we  muft  not  advance  its  throne 
above  the  throne  of  the  Moft  High,  we  muft  not 
make  it  more  confequential  than  it  really  is. 

Reafon  is  the  power  of  the  7nind,  (Mr.  Locke  calls 
it  a  faculty  in  man,)  and  is  exerted  in  receiving  or 
rejedling  premifes,  and  in  making  dedu6tions  from 
them.  But  then  it  cannot  make  a  thing  to  be  other- 
wife  than  it  reallv  is.  It  hath  neither  a  creative  nor 
.a  diffolving  power  ;  and  that  which  really  is  a  reve- 
lation from  God  will  be  fuch  in  defiance   of  every 
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effort  of  reafon  to  the  contrary.  Reafon  may  com- 
plain of  difficulties  and  hard  fayings,  and  who  can 
hear  them  ?  but  all  its  oppofition  will  be  fruitlefs. 
It  muft  fall  before  ;"fo  it  is  revealed/  And  fo  it  is 
revealed,  if  the  communication  comes  to  us  from  a 
proved  mefTenger  of  God,  let  the  contents  of  it  be 
what  they  will. 

But  it  will  be  faid,  that  God  never  did,  nor  ever 
will,  require  it  of  any  m.an,  to  believe  what  contra- 
dicts the  plain  diftates  of  his  Jiatural  reafon.     This, 
as  far  as  it  is  true,  is  faid  too  foon,  and,  I  think,  is 
not  urged  with  much  wifdom :  for,  in  a  revelation, 
real  or  pretended,  the  firft  object  that  prefents  itfelf 
to  the  mind's  confideration  is,  the  perfon  by  v/hom 
it  is  communicated ;  Vv'hat  is  his  authority }  what  are 
his  credentials  ?     If  he  is  unable  to  produce  creden- 
tials fufficient  to  juftify  him  to  be  a  meffenger  from 
God,  he  is,    of  couife,    rejected  as   an  impoftor; 
but,  if  his  credentials  are  fufficient, (of  which  reafon 
undoubtedly  muft  be  the  judge)     If  the  judgement 
of  reafon  is,  that  the  melfenger  doth  certainly  come 
from  God,  then,  affuredly,  it  muft  be  the  judge- 
ment of  reafon,  that  therefore  he  ought  to  be   re- 
ceived.    Now,  then,  what  doth  God  require  of  us 
upon   this   occafion  ?     He   requires   of  us,  that  we 
ffiould  act  up  to  the  judgement  of  our  reafon,  and 
give  credit  to  the  meffenger  whom  we  acknowledge 
to  have  come  from  himfelf :  but  if  we  p-'ivc  credit  to 
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which  he  brings  to  us ;  for,  othenvife,  we  treat  hiril 
as  an  impoftor,  as  a  melfenger  that  does  not  come 
from  God,  when  the  judgement  of  our  reafon   is, 
that  he  does  come  from  him ;  which  is  abfurd.  After 
the  ambaflador  is  received,  and  his  credentials  ad- 
mitted, it  would  be  madnefs  to  objedl  to   the  em- 
bafiy,  as  not  coming  from  him  from  whom  it  is  fent, 
becaufe  the  matter  of  it  is  unplealing  to  you.     In 
the  cafe  of  a  revelation,  if  the  credentials  of  the  mef- 
fenger   are   fufficiently   eftablifhed,    the   revelation 
which  he  communicates  muft  come  from  God  ;  and, 
if  it  comes  from  him,  cannot  be  rejedf  ed.     But  you 
lay,  God  does  not  require  it  of  you  to  believe  what 
contradi<5ls  your  reafon :  you  ought  rather  to  fay, 
God  does  not  require  it  of  you  to  receive  a  meffen- 
ger  as  from  him  who  does  not  bring  with  him  a  fuf- 
ficient  teftimony  of  his  divine  miffion ;  but,  if  he 
does  bring  with  him  that  teftimony,  he  requires  it 
of  you,  that  you  ihoukl  believe  him ;  and,  if  you 
are  to  believe  hirn,  what  the  purport  of  the  mefiage 
may  be,  whether  fuch  as  your   reafon  approves  or 
difapproves,  is  altogether  foreign  to  the  queftion. 
It  comes  from  God,    and  therefore   is  true,    and 
therefore  rnuft  be  implicitly  received. 

It  muft  be  remembered,  that  God,  when  he 
makes  a  revelation  to  us,  fubmits  all  that  is  neceffary 
to  the  judgement  of  our  reafon.  The  perfon  by 
whom  he  com.municates  it  to  us  is  to  be  fcrutinizcd 
to  the   utmoft :    we   arc  to  examine,  with  all  the 
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powers  we  hare,  whether  he  really  does  come  from 
God,  or  not;  and,  if  the  examnratlon  terminates  in 
un  aflurance,  that  he  really  is  a  man  of  God,  that 
the  miracles  which  he  does  are  fuch  as  no  man  could 
do  except  God  were  witii  him;  and,  in  the  words 
of  St.  Peter,  if  he  be  a  man  approved  among  us  by 
?the   ligns    and  wonders  and  miracles  which  God 
worketh  in  our  prefence  by  him,  then  reafon  has  all 
tlie  fa'tisfa61:ion  given  it  that  it  can  require.     It  is  con- 
touted  tlie  judge.    Its  judgement  is  appealed  to,  and 
it  is  fuffered  to  determine  according  t©  the  evidence 
before  it-     What  more  after  this  hath  reafon  to  re- 
quire ?     Shall  we  dare  to  fit  in  judgement  over  the 
meflage  which  God  fends  to  us  ?    Shall  we  have  the 
arrogance  to  pronounce  it  unworthy  of  God,  incon- 
iiilent  with  our  reafon,  and  inadmiffible,  ©n  account 
of  its  abfurdity .''     What  impiety !  and  what  folly 
alio  !    Such  language  as  this  which  we  hear  but  too 
too  often,  is  not  only  a  moft  flagitious  attack  on  the 
truth  of  God  himfelf,  {for,  by  admitting  the   mef- 
fenger,  we  admit  the  m^effage  t^©  come   from  God  ;) 
but  it  is  as  foolilh  as  it  is  flagitious.     It   is  playing 
tiie  fool  with  the  judgement  of  reafoa.     It  is  felting 
tip  the  judgement  of  reafon  againft  the  judgement  of 
reafon.     It  is  eflablifliing  truth,  and  fighting  with  it 
as  if  it  was  a  falfehood.     It  is  th^  ultimate  tell  of  the 
truth  of  a  meifage  as   coming  from  God,  by  the 
conformity  of  the  particular  terms  of  the   meflTage 
with  our  judgement.      Of  what  ufe  are  miiracles  ? 
Why  is  the  meffenger  endowed  with  fupernatural 
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powers  ?  Thefe  in  liini  are  all  a  ufelefs  parade  ;  for, 
whether  he  exerts,  or  does  not  exert  them,  we  fhall 
pay  no  regard  to  tliem.  Our  judgement  will  be 
formed  from  the  mciilige  which  he  brings  to  us,  and 
from  nothing  elfe ;  for,  were  he  to  eftablifh  the  cer- 
tainty of  his  divine  million  in  the  moil  irrefragable 
manner,  it  would  be  of  no  avail ;  the  matter  which 
he  fhould  communicate  to  us,  if  it  met  not  with 
ou'-  approbation, would  condemn  him  for  an  im- 
poftor.  This  was  the  principle  which  governed  the 
Jews  in  the  crucifixion  of  our  Lord.  His  miracles 
and  m.ighty  works  they  paid  no  regard  to,  although 
he  had  done  fo  many  before  them,  yet  would  they 
not  believe  on  him,  but,  judging  from  his  do6lrine, 
which  v/as  fo  oppolite  to  their  prejudices  and  expec- 
tations, they  condemned  him  to  death  as  an  impof- 
tor,  who  had  given  fuch  mighty  evidence  of  his  be- 
ing true,  and  of  his  having  "  come  out  from 
"God." 

Moreover,  let  it  be  confidered,  that  if  the  judge- 
ment of  our  reafon  on  the  matter  communicated  to 
us  is  the  only  criterion  of  a  revelation  from  God,  we 
may  call  any  thing  a  revelation  from  him  if  it  hap- 
pens to  meet  with  our  approbation  ;  and  then  Socra- 
tes and  Plato,  and  an  hundred  others  who  knew  not 
God,  may  be  laid  to  have  had  divine  millions  from 
him.  1  o  fuch  extroTie  abfurdities  fhall  we  be  driven 
if  we  make  the  matter  revealed,  and  its  conformity 
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with  our  judgement  the  ultimate  teft  of  the  reve- 
lation ! 

Moll  certain  is  what  we  fo  often  hear  urged,  that 
God  requires  of  no  man  to  believe  what  in  every  re~ 
fpe6t  contradicts  the  reafon  which  he  has  given  him, 
and  therefore  he  does  not  require  it  of  us  to  believe 
the  revelation  merely  on  the  ground  of  its  own  in- 
ternal evidence.  What  he  requires  of  us  is  to  be- 
lieve the  teftimony  of  the  perfon  whom  he  divinely 
commiffions  and  lends  to  us ;  and  this  we  cannot  re- 
fufe  to  do  without  a  manifeft  contradiction  to  our 
reafon,  if  he  brings  with  him  fucii  credentials  as 
ellablilh  him  to  have  a  divine  million.  But,  if  we 
believe  him  ive  believe  the  revelation  alfo  which  he 
brings  with  him,  and  we  believe  it  on  his  authority, 
fo  that  the  internal  congruity  of  our  minds,  with 
the  matter  revealed,  is  not  the  ground  of  our  faith, 
but  the  authority  of  the  perfon  by  whom  it  is  com- 
municated to  us.  His  authority  alTures  us,  that 
truth  only  can  come  from  him,  and  therefore  we 
acquielce  with  what  he  communicates  to  us  as  truth, 
without  bringing  it  to  any  farther  tell  or  examina- 
tion, being  perfuaded  that,  as  it  comes  from  God, 
it  muft  be  true,  although  we  may  not  be  able  to 
demonllrate  its  truth  in  all  its  parts  with  that  clear- 
nefs  and  perfpicuity  which  attend  us  in  our  demon- 
ilration  of  things  purely  terrellrral. 

1  I  have 
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I  have  been  the  more  particuhir,  and  dwelt  the 
longer  upon  this  fubjedl,  becaufe  the  prhicipal  ob- 
jedlions  to  cur  Lord's  Divinity  are  derived  from 
the  doclrine's  not  being  entirely  conformable  with 
our  common  way  of  tliinkiog  and  reafoning ;  and 
the  obje6lions  certainly  would  be  valid  if  the  doc- 
trine had  been  communicated  to  us  by  an  unautho- 
rized perfon.  But,  as  that  is  not  the  cafe,  as  the 
do6lrine  is  not  propofed  to  us  as  a  problem  which 
we  are  to  folve,  but  Is  propofed  to  us  for  our  ac- 
quiefcence  with  it  as  a  communication  from  the 
God  of  Truth,  by  perfons  divinely  authorized  for 
that  purpofe,  therefore  all  objeftions  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  doclrine  are  futile  and  frivolous. 

Our  primary  idea,  and  that  which  muit  take  the 
lead  in  all  our  enquiries  upon  fubjedls  of  this  nature 
is,  that  all  communications  from  the  God  of  Truth 
mull  be  true.  Hence  the  whole  of  the  matter  will 
turn  upon  this  iingle  quefhion.  Is  the  do6lrine,  or 
is  II  not,  a  communication  from  God  ?  If  the  New 
Teflament  is  a  divine  revelation,  and  the  do{?trIne  is 
there,  then  undoubtedly  it  comes  from  God,  and  Is 
true  ?  If  it  is  not  a  divine  revelation,  then  have  we 
no  other  authority  to  appeal  to  for  the  truth  of  the 
dcftrine;  therefore,  the  oppofers  of  the  Divinity  of 
the  Son  of  God,  if  they  would  a6i:  conlillently,  and 
juftify  themfeives  in  this  oppolition,  fhould  either 
totally  deitroy  the  whole  credit  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  r.s  a  divine  revelation;  or  they  fhculd   prove 
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fatisfadlorlly  that  the  divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  is 
a  clo6lrine  which  throughout,  and  in  every  part  of 
it,  it  difowns.     The  former  it  is  imagined  they  will 
hardly  venture  upon.     The  New  Teftament  as  a  di- 
vine revelation,  hath  withftood  the  perfecutions  of 
philofophers  of  various    denominations,    for   more 
than  feventeen  hundred  years,  and  ftill  remains  un- 
hurt, and  fuperior  to  all  their  united  efforts ;  and 
therefore  any  attempts  to  overthrow  It  now  could 
hardly  be  expedfed  to  meet  v/nh  fuccefs.     The  lat- 
ter, if  they  will  be  bold  enough  to  venture  upon,  by 
all  means  let  them  do   it.     Let   them  produce  one 
lingle  paflage  which  explicitly  declares,  that  the  Son 
of  God   is  not   God.     Let  them   prove,  that  the 
word  Son  in  the  terms  Son  of  God j  varies  in  its  im- 
plied lignification,  from  that  which  it  hath  when 
employed  with  regard  to  every   other   being.     Let 
them  prove  that  every  pafTage  which  is  produced  in 
affirmation  of  our  Lord's  Divinity  is  milinterpreted, 
or  let  them  do  it  with  regard  only  to  thofe  few  paf- 
fages  which  have  been  cited  in  the  foregoing  pages, 
and  we  will  hear  them,  and  even  join  with  them ; 
but  if  they  are  reafonable  men,  let  us  hear  no  more 
of  the  doctrine's  being  contrary  to  their  reafon,  that 
they  cannot  conceive  how  it  can  be,  and  that  Gon 
does  not  require  of  them  to  believe  what  they  can-^ 
not  conceive  poffible.     We  who  do  believe  the  doc- 
trine, have  no  clearer  conceptions  of  the  dodlrine 
than  they  themfelves  have,  but  then  we  have  one 
conception  which   furmounts   all   difficulties,    and 
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it  is,  that  God  never  will  require  it  of  us  to  believe 
any  thing  that  is  not  true.  God,  we  know,  is  true ; 
and  if  he  communicates  any  thing  to  us,  that  com- 
munication mull  be  true  likewife.  If  then  the  Divi- 
nity of  the  Son  of  God  is  fuch  a  communication,  and 
liich  it  certainly  is,  if  it  is  the  do6lrine  of  the  New 
Tcliament,  If  it  is  Heaven's  revelation  to  us,  that 
Jesus  Christ  is  God  as  well  as  man,  reafon,  if  it 
would  a<5l  confiftently,  hath  nothing  to  do  but  to 
acquiefce  ;  for,  while  the  New  Teflament  continues 
to  maintain  its  authority  as  a  divine  revelation,  the 
do6lrine  mnfl:  be  true,  becaufe  it  is  the  do6lrine  of 
the  New  Teftament. 

The  communication  of  our  Lord's  Divinity  to 
us,  is  the  communication  of  a  matter  of  fadl,  and, 
therefore,  is  not  to  be  canvafTed  as  we  would  canvas 
a  theory  or  a  fentiment.  Matters  of  fa6t  will  often 
appear  to  us,  even  in  common  life,  to  be  extremely 
furprizing,  and  even  incredible ;  but,  if  properly 
evidenced  and  attefted,  there  will  be  no  arguing 
againft  them.  Arguments  brought  againft  them 
would  be  like  arguments  againft  a  geometrical  de- 
monftration,  which,  however  plaufible,  never  could 
be  fupported  to  any  purpofe.  The  fa61:  is  politively 
alTerted  in  the  New  Teftament,  that  Jesus  Christ 
is  God  ;  and  I  fay  fo,  becaufe  I  think  it  is  very  fuf- 
ficiently  proved  in  the  preceding  pages.  Here  then 
is  no  room  for  enquiries  upon  the  fubjecl ;  for,  en- 
quiring whether  the  afferted  fac^l  is  probable  or  pof- 
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fible,for  doubting  its  truth  or  rejedllng  it.  It  is  the 
aflertion  of  perfons  divinely  authorized  by  the  Goo 
of  Truth  to  aflert  it,  and  therefore  it  is  true.  Hence 
then  it  appears  how  very  much  miftaken  the  advo- 
cates for  what  is  called  rational  religion  are.  They 
admit  the  revelation,  at  leaft  many  of  them  feem  to 
do  fo,  and  yet  doubt  or  rejeft  the  matter  revealed : 
but  furely  there  is  fome  inconfiftency  in  this ;  for, 
while  we  admit  the  evidence  of  the  fa6l,  we  are  ne- 
ceiTarily  precluded  from  denying  its  truth ;  there- 
fore, either  the  evidence  fhould  be  rejefted  as  in- 
fufficient,  or  the  truth  of  the  fa 61  fliould  be  admit- 
ted, and  I  fee  no  other  alternative. 

« 

The  friends  of  what  is  called  rational  religion,  ap- 
pear to  me  to  a6l  from  a  principle  which  furely  can- 
not be  a  juft  one,  that  there  is  no  religion  in  tlie 
world  which  is  llamped  with  a  divine  authority,  and 
that  mankind  are  left  to  fabricate  a  religion  for 
themfelves  out  of  I  know  not  what  elements,  out  of 
fome  iine-fpun  theory,  wherein  truth  mufi:,  even  at 
the  beftj  be  only  hypothetical,  and,  perhaps,  have 
no  other  for  its  balls  than  a  fallac3\  But,  furely 
the  authority  of  the  New  Teftament  ought  lirft  to 
be  done  away,  before  they  venture  to  proceed  fuch 
lengths  as  thefe,  for,  if  that  authority  is  not  done 
away,  we  have  a  religion  v«/hich  is  fiamped  with  di- 
vine authority,  and  are  bound  to  a  compliance  with 
it  without  having^  recourfe  to  conjecture  or  bafelefs 
theories. 

Perfons 


(       142      ) 

Perfons  of  the  above  complexion  are  mighty  fond 
of  giving  the  title  of  aniient  wriiings  to  the  writings 
of  the  New  Teftament,  juft  as  if  they  were  antiqua- 
ted and  of  no  vulue,  with  an  intimation  to  us,  that 
from  their  antiquity  they  are  hable  to  be,  and  often  are 
neceffarily  mifunderftood,  and  that  we  have  no  re- 
medy for  this  but  by  an  appeal  to  our  reafon.  The 
writings  of  the  New  Teftament  certainly  may  be 
termed  in  one  refpecSl  antient  writings,  becaufe  It  is 
fo  long  lince  they  were  originally  written ;  but  to 
call  them  antient,  in  the  fenfe  of  being  antiquated, 
cannot  be  admitted  on  any  account ;  for  they  have 
been  attended  to,  and  been  the  conftant  itudy  of 
Chrlftlans  for  more  than  feventeen  hundred  years ; 
and,  therefore,  as  Chriftians  have  not  cafually,  but 
conftantly,  been  acquainted  with  them,  and  without 
intermifiion  for  fo  great  a  length  of  time,  to  call 
them  antiquated,  or  to  deem  them  fuch,  muft  pro- 
ceed from  a  very  fad  mifapplicatlon  of  judgement. 
The  uninterrupted  application  of  Chrlilians  likewife 
to  thefe  Sacred  Writings,  forms  a  very  ftrong  pre- 
fumptlonthat  they  are  not  either  fo  liable  to  be,  or  fa 
neceffarily  mifunderftood  as  the  fuggeftlon  is,  and 
forms  a  prefumption  alfo  the  very  rcverfe  of  the, 
fuggeftlon,  namely,  that  as  they  have  been  fo  con'> 
ftantly  attended  to,  they  muft  be  much  more  per- 
fe6lly  underftood  than  any  other  antient  writings 
whatever.  Now,  for  all  this  length  of  time,  by  far 
the  greater  majority  of  Chrlftlans  have  always  un- 
derftood, that  thefe  Sacred  Writings  have  afterted 
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the  divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  If,  therefore,  they 
are  mifunderftood  now,  they  have  been  miftinder- 
Itood  from  the  very  beginning,  and  long  enough 
before  they  could  be  denominated  antient  writing?, 
and  therefore  the  objedtion  of  their  being  liable  to 
be  mifunderftood  from  their  antiquity,  is  ill  founded, 
confequently  there  lies  no  appeal  from  them  to  our 
reafon  in  oppoiition  to  the  do6lrine  which  they  in- 
culcate, that  the  Son  of  God  is  God,  unlefs  it 
fhould  be  faid,  that  they  have  been  mifunderftood 
frorn  the  beginning,  which,  I  think,  no  one  will  be 
bold  enough  to  affirm,  inafmuch  as  that  would  be 
to  deftroy  entirely  their  value  and  authority ;  for,  if 
they  are  neither  truly  underftood  now,  nor  ever  were 
from  the  beginning  truly  underftood,  they  can  be 
no  better  than  fo  much  wafte  paper,  and  there  will 
be  an  end  of  tiie  Gofpel  and  of  the  Chnftian  re-. 
liglon. 

But  let  me  be  permitted  to  affirm,  that  they  both 
were  from  the  beginning,  and  ftill  continue  to  be 
well  underftood  by  Chriftians,  that  their  lanp-uao-e 
and  ftyle  are  fuch  as  to  render  them  eafy  of  inter- 
pretation, and  that  if  they  do  not  always  abound  in 
claflic  elegance,  they  have  none  of  that  difficulty 
or  obfcurlty  in  them,  v/hich  we  often  meet  with  ia 
the  beft  Greek  writers.  Tliat  the  propolition  con- 
cerning our  Lord's  Divinity  is  a  plain  and  ftmpie 
one,  either  that  he  is,  or  that  he  ii  not,  God  ;  that 
tlie  language  of  fuch  a  propofttiori  may  eallly  be  ex- 
3  prefiedj 


(     144    ) 

prefTed,  and  that  in  the  New  Teftament  it  is  ex- 
prefTed  with  great  plainnefs  and  perfpicuity,  that  he 
is  God,  and  that,  if  the  contrary  of  this  were  true, 
it  might  have  been  expreffed  with  great  plainnefs 
and  perfpicuity,  that  he  is  not  God,  fo  that,  on  a 
fubje6l  of  this  kind,  there  could  be  no  room  for  dif- 
ficulty or  mifunderftanding.  Whatever  may  have 
been  faid  upon  the  fubjedl  either  on  the  one  fide  or 
-the  other,  muft  be  plain  and  intelligible ;  and  it  is 
impoffible,  if  the  Sacred  Writings  fay  that  Jesus 
Christ  is  not  God,  that  we  fhould  mifunderiland 
their  exprefhon,  as  if  they  had  faid  he  is  God,  or, 
if  we  fhould  have  been  fo  infatuated  as  to  mifinter- 
pret  their  expreffion,  we  ftill  muft  neceffarily  have 
failed  in  our  proofs.  But,  fo  far  are  the  Sacred 
Writings  from  denying  our  Lord's  Divinity,  that 
they  pofttively  affirm  it,  and  the  proofs  of  it  we 
produce  in  plain  unambiguous  language,  and  call 
upon  the  adverfaries  of  this  great  truth  to  produce^ 
I  do  not  fav  an  equal  number,  but  any  one  fingle 
paflage,  which,  in  plain  unambiguous  language, 
declares,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  not  God  ;  but  no 
fuch  paflage  ever  yet  has  been  produced,  and  I  am 
well  perfuaded  none  fuch  ever  can;  for  the  New 
Teftament  contains  none  fuch.  The  requilition  I 
apprehend,  hath  nothing  of  hardfhip  or  dimculty  in 
it,  when  we  call  for  a  paflage  in  plain  denial  of  the 
Divinity  of  Jesus  Chp.ist.  When  they  call  for 
pafTages  in  proof  of  his  Divinity,  we  find  no  diffi- 
culty in  producing  them..     Would  it  not  then  be  as 
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feify  to  produce  paiTages  which  contradi(9:  it,  if  arty 
fuch  exifted  ?  However,  let  us  once  more,  and  fi- 
nally, take  things  their  own  way. 

The  doctrine  of  Christ's  Divinity  it  is  impofli- 
ble  to  reconcile  with  ohr  reafon,  fo  that  it  fhall  not 
contradi6t  it ;  and,  as  God  has  given  us  our  reafon 
to  be  the  ftandard  of  fuch  truths  as  we  receive, 
ivhat  contradicts  our  reafon  we  cannot  receive  as 
truth;  and,  as  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  Divinity 
certainly  does  contradift  it,  we,  therefore,  cannot 
admit  it  to  be  a  truth. 

Now  all  this  feems  to  be  very  fair  and  plaufible,, 
It  certainly  hath  fome  truth  in  it,  but  much  of  fal- 
lacy. For,  undeniable  it  is,  that  we  cannot  receive 
as  true  what  our  reafon  affures  us  is  not  true ;  and  if 
the  doftrine  of  Christ's  Divinity  depended  merely 
on  an  appeal  to  our  reafon  and  its  judgement,  I 
think  there  would  be  few  or  none  found  who  could 
be  prevailed  upon  to  receive  it  as  a  true  dodlrine. 

It  is  undeniable  alfo,  that  God  has  gi\'cn  us  our 
reafon,  to  affift  and  to  determine  us  in  our  judge- 
ment of  what  is,  and  of  what  is  not  truth.  But,  let 
it  be  remembered  withal,  that  God  hath  not  given 
it  to  us  for  the  purpofe  cf  judging,  v/hen  he  liim.felf 
fpeaks  to  us,  whether  he  fpeaks  truth  or  not.  I^br, 
it  is  one  of  the  iirft  and  moil  unerring  principles  of 
our  reafon,  that  nothing  but  truth  can  come  from 
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the  God  of  "fruth,  fo  that  this  primary  judgement  ol* 
our  reafon  renders  all  farther  enquiry  or  judgement 
unnecelTary  and  abfurd. 

But  it  will  be  faid,  if  we  ate  precluded  from  exa- 
fftining  and  judging  of  the  dodtrine  by  our  reafon, 
of  vvhat  ufe  is  it  that  reafon  was  given  us  in  order  to 
affift  and  determine  us  in  the  judgement  of  what  is 
©r  is  not  truth  ^  The  communication  of  a  dodlrine 
to  us  is  an  appeal  to  our  reafon,  with  which,  if  it 
does  not  correfpondy^  it  may,  and  ought  to  be,  re-" 
jelled. 

Here,  then,  in  anfwer  it  is  to  be  faid,  that  God 
in  all  his  dealings  with  us,  adieth  with  the  utmoft 
eonfiftency;  that,  in  conformity  with  our  primary 
cftablifhed  principle,  that  nothing  but  truth  can 
come  from  him,  when  he  communicates  a  dodlrine 
to  us  he  ordains  that  we  fhould  have  all  the  fatisfac- 
tion  reafon  can  require,  that  the  perfon  who  com- 
municates it  has  full  authority,  and  really  comes 
from  himfelf.  Hence  he  endows  him  with  great  and- 
fupernatural  gifts  and  powers,  which  he  is  to  exhibit 
before  us.  From  them  our  reafon  is  appealed  to,  tO' 
judge  whether  he  indeed  comes  from  God  or  not, 
and  the  decifion  of  true  genuine  reafon  will  be  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence.  If  the  evidence  is  full  and 
copious,  if  it  is  fuch  as  to  juftify  him  to  be  a  divine 
mellenger,  reafon  muft  and  will  acquiefce,  and  ac- 
knowledge him  to  be  a  perfon  fent  from  God   for 
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the  purpofe  of  making  a  communication  to  us.  If 
the  evidence  is  otherwife,  it  will  rejedt  him,  and,  of 
courfe,  pay  no  regard  to  any  thing  that  he  would 
communicate.  It  pays  no  regard  to  what  he  would 
communicate,  becaufe  he  has  failed  in  his  primary 
evidence  of  being  a  divine  melTenger ;  which  fhews 
plainly  enough,  that  the  primary  evidence  is  the 
teft  of  the  communication,  and  that  the  appeal  to 
our  reafon  is  in  that,  and  not  in  the  doctrine  com- 
municated ;  for,  the  dodlrine  communicated,  if  the 
primary  evidence  is  efiiablifhed,  reafon  hath  already 
determined  muft  be  true,  becaufe,  by  that  evidence, 
it  comes  from  the  God  of  Truth.  Now  if  reafon 
after  this  occupies  itfelf  in  enquiring  whether  the 
doctrine  thus  communicated  be  true  or  falfe,  it  can- 
not but  adl  not  only  with  the  utmoil  inconfifirency, 
but  with  the  confummation  of  infolence  and  arro- 
gance ;  for  it  then  becomes  neither  more  nor  lefs 
than  an  enquiry  whether  the  God  of  Truth  may  not 
be  a  deceiver,  and  communicate  to  us  that  which  in 
itfelf  is  an  a6lual  falfehood ;  for,  if  it  is  otherwife, 
for  what  end  is  the  enquiry  made  ?  It  cannot  be  for 
the  purpofe  of  afcertaining  the  divine  miffion  of  the 
perfon  by  whom  the  do6lrine  is  communicated ;  for, 
that  is  already  afcertained,  and  his  divine  miffion 
acknowledged;  and,  therefore,  it  can  be  for  no 
other  purpofe  but  that  which  is  here  affigned. 
Should  it  be  faid,  that  the  enquiry  into  the  do6lrine 
communicated  is  made  for  the  purpofe  of  ftrengthen- 
ing  and  confirming  the  primary  evidence,  and  left 
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rearon  fhould  have  erred,  or  been  deceived  in  its 
judgement  concerning  it,  this  muft  be  confidered 
merely  as  an  evalion  ;  for,  if  reafon  could  err  or  be 
deceived  in  its  judgement  of  the  primary  evidence, 
fo  likewife  may  it  in  its  judgement  of  the  do(9:rine 
communicated,  and  then  what  becomes  of  reafon  as 
the  ftandard  of  truth  ?  If  it  can  judge  with  certainty 
of  the  doctrine  communicated,  it  can  judge  with 
certainty  of  the  divine  miilion;  and  if  it  cannot 
judge  with  certainty  of  the  divine  miffion,  neither 
can  it  of  the  dodlrine  communicated.  If  reafon, 
therefore,  can  judge  with  certainty  in  any  cafe,  it 
can  judge  with  certainty  of  the  divine  miffion ;  and 
if  it  judges  and  determines  the  divine  miffion  to  be 
true,  and  what  it  affiimes  to  be,  it,  by  that  deter- 
mination, judges  its  communications  to  be  true  like- 
v/ife. 

Now  then,  to  apply  this  to  our  prefent  purpofe. 
If  it  is  the  determination  of  reafon  that  the  writers  of 
the  New  Teftament  had  the  authority  of  a  divine 
miffion  for  what  they  have  written :  it  by  that  de- 
termination judges  the  do6lrines  which  they  have 
communicated  to  us  to  be  true.  Here,  then,  the 
queftion  will  turn  upon  this  fmgle  point :  What  is  it 
that  they  have  written?  Have  they  written,  that 
Jesus  Christ  is  God  ?  If  they  have,  then  reafon 
pofitively  has  determined  that  he  is  God,  becaufo 
it  has  determined  that  what  is  written  in  the  New 
Tcftam.ent  is  true;  and  therefore,  after  this,  to  urge 
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that  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity  is  contrary 
to  our  reafon,  untrue,  and  incredible,  is  abfurd; 
for,  we  have  determined  already,  that  it  is  true,  be- 
caufe  communicated  to  us  by  perfons  comm.iffioned 
to  communicate  it  by  the  God  of  Truth. 

But  it,  probably,  will  be  faid,  However  well  we 
may  be  agreed  with  regard  to  the  words  in  which 
the  Sacred  Writers  have  exprefled  themfelves,  how- 
ever ready  we  may  be  to  allow,  that  they  certainly 
are  the  words  of  truth  ;  yet  that  reafon  muft  never- 
thelefs  be  ultimately  appealed  to,  in  order  to  deter- 
mine their  lignification,  for,  that  no  fignification  of 
the  words  which  does  not  fully  accord  with  our  na- 
tural reafon  can  be  admitted. 

The  plain  anfwer  to  this  feems  to  be,  that  if  the 
words  to  be  interpreted  are  capable  of  two  interpre- 
tations, ivithout  doin^  any  violence  to  the  zuords  them- 
felves, and  the  one  is  apparently  contrary  to  our  rea- 
fon, and  the  other  certainly  in  full  agreement  with 
it ;  then,  I  think,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
the  latter  interpretation  is  to  be  preferred.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  where  the  words  plainly  admit  of 
but  one  only  interpretation,  there  that  interpreta- 
tion rauft  be  abided  by  as  certain  truth  ;  and  reafon 
hath  no  power  to  reje6l  it. 
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Kyu  Kdi  0  zs-arv,^  sv  sa-fxiv.  Can  there  be  more  than 
one  interpretation  of  thefe  words  ?  If  there  can, 
what  is  it  ?  To  talk  of  unity  of  confent  is  no  inter- 
pretation of  the  words,  but  a  defcant  upon  them. 
Aoain  : 

o 

ATrixp^dyj  0  Qcc[xci;  kui  sittsv  ATTH,  o  Kvpiog fxcVf  ymi 
0  Qsoc  iJLov.  Thefe  words  alfo  admit  only  of  one  in- 
terpretation, namely,  that  Thomas  applied  the 
words  *'  My  Lord  and  my  God"  perfonally  to  his 
Mafter.  All  that  can  be  faid  farther  upon  them 
goes  beyond  the  interpretation,  and  is  matter  merely 
of  furmife  and  conie(5lure  ;  and,  moreover,  if  it  tends 
to  deftroy  the  efFe6l  of  the  interpretation,  we  need 
not  helitate  to  pronounce  it  to  be  moft  certainly 
falfe. 

Ephefians  iii.  9.  Kcci  (pccTinxi  zo-<xvTfg  zig  )J  kci\co)^iu 
tov  LivgyjPiov  rev  ci7rcK-K^viJijj.:-vov  wno  loov  kmvmv  fv  7:0 
0:'6o,  ijd  TU  -zcuvr/z  Kiia-civrj^i  ^loc  Jtjo-cv  Xpigov,  **  In 
*'  God  who  created  all  things  by  Jesus  Christ." 
By  what  authority  are  we  to  depart  from  the  genuine 
interpretation,  of  thefe  words,  which  tell  us,  that  the 
univerfe  was  created  by  Jesus  Christ  ?  Mr.  Locke, 
indeed,  tells  us,  in  his  note  upon  this  paifage,  that 
xti^cjo  does  not  always  fignify  to  create,  which  is  true  ; 
and  thence  endeavours  to  explain  away  that  creative 
power,  and  the  exercife  of  it,  which  is,  in  thefe 
words,  attributed  unto  Jesus  Christ.  The  whole 
verfe  he  thus  paraphrafes,  "And  make  all  men  per- 
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*^  ceive  how  this  myftery  comes  now  to  be  commu^ 
**  nicated  to  the  world,  which  has  been  concealed 
from  all  paft  ages,  lying  hid  in  the  fecret  purpofe 
''of  God,  who  frames  and  manages  tbis  whole  crea- 
*'  tion  by  Jesus  Christ."  Is  there  any  thing  in  the 
Greek  which  will  juftify  this  paraphrafe  ?  Tw  toj 
'u7avToc  Tijia-uniy  are  words  univerfal  and  unlimited; 
but  the  paraphrafe  limits  them  to  the  new  creation, 
and  deftroys  the  univerfality  of  their  extent.  The 
Greek  is,  "who  created  all  things,  the  univerfe; 
*'  the  Author  of  all,  of  every  creation."  But  the  pa- 
raphrafe confines  the  Greek  to  a  particular  creation, 
and  thereby  gives  a  fenfe  to  the  words  which  moft 
manifeftly  does  not  belong  to  them.  This  great 
man,  certainly,  in  this  inflance,  fufFered  his  judge- 
ment to  be  warped  by  a  tenacioufnefs  of  his  own 
opinion,  which  was  by  no  means  friendly  to  the 
Chriftian  doftrine  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of 
God, 

Ephef.  V.  ay.  Iva  ■zjrapa^'/^a'^  uvttjv  suvtoc  iv^o^ov, 
lYiv  SKKkvio-iciv  juj;  f^foycray  crTr/Acv ;  "That  he  might 
*'  prefent  it  to  himfelf  a  glorious  church,  without 
"  fpot."  Here,  if  the  tranflation  of  'zra^afj^o-j/  is 
juft,  and  to  which  I  fee  no  obje6lion,  what  are  we 
to  make  of  this  paffage  if  Jesus  Christ  was  a  mere 
man  only  ?  Surely  it  is  ilrange  language,  and,  I  may~ 
add,  unintelligible,  to  talk  of  a  man's  prefenting 
a  thing  to  himfelf.  This  affuredly  appears  to  be  an 
infurmountable  difficulty,  and  capable  of  being  re- 
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moved  by  him  only  who  believes  Jesus  Christ  to 
be  God  as  well  as  man.  Thefe  words  alfo  admit 
only  of  one  interpretation. 

There  is  fomething  parallel  to,  and  iUuftrating 
them,  in  the  fecond  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  ch. 
V.   1 8.  "  And  all  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  re- 
''  conciled  us  to  himfelf  by  Jesus  Christ."     And 
again,  ver.  19.  "  God  was  in  Christ  reconciling 
"  the  world  to  himfelf."    Here  evidently  Christ  is 
the  medium  of  the  reconciliation;  but,  '^in  Christ 
*'  was  God,"     'H.^  onQsog  -ip  sv  X^/5'a;   KO^r^.ov  naJocK", 
7KDi(Ta-icv  lavtcK\      Now   any   interpretation   of  thefe 
words  which  tends  to  deftroy  the  effetSls  of  them,  or 
which  does  not  direftly  affirm  what  the  words  them- 
felves  affirm,  muft  be  falfe.     No  truth  can  be  more 
certain,  nor,  I  believe,  is  more  generally  admitted, 
than   that  we   are   reconciled   to   God    by    Jesus 
Christ;  ib  that  Jesus   Christ   is  the  agent,  as 
well  as  the  medium  of  our  reconcilation ;  but,  in  the 
words  above-cited,  God  himfelf  is  the  agent.     He 
reconciles  us  to  himfelf,  and  whatever  may  have  been 
the  medium  of  the  reconciliation,  he  is  in  the  w<?- 
dium,  God  v/as  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  to 
himfelf.  Kow  then  can  we  feparate  God  from  Christ? 
How  not  acknowledge  that  he  is  the  ©^ai/^^ioTroji- 

Romans  viii.  9.  ''  But  ye  are  not  in  the  flelh 
"  but  in  the  fpirit,"  if  fo  be  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
dv.ell  in  you.     Now  if  any  man  have  not  the  Spirit 
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f'  0/ Christ  he  is  none  of  his."  The  pundiuatioi^ 
of  this  paflage  appears  to  be  wrong,  as  alfo  doth  the 
tranflation  off/  h  -vig  by  *'  now  if  any  man,"  which 
I  think,  Hiould  be,  '*  For,  if  any  man;"  for,  as  the 
words  fland  in  our  tranflation,  they  feem  to  be  the 
beginning  of  a  new  detached  fentence.  Be  this, 
however,  as  it  wiU;  the  paflage  plainly  declares, 
that  the  Spirit  of  Christ  is  the  Spirit  of  God,  and 
that  the  terms  are  convertible,  and  therefore  that 
Christ  is  Gop.  This,  I  think,  no  one  vWU  hefi- 
tate  to  acknowledge  who  recolledls  what  is  written, 
John  xvi.  **'  When  the  Spirit  of  Truth  is  come  he 
*'  fhall  lead  you  into  all  truth. — He  fliall  glorify  me, 
*'  for  he  fhall  receive  of  mine,  and  fliall  fhew  it 
"  unto  you.  All  things  whatfoever  the  Father  hath 
'^  are  mine,  therefore  Ifaid,  he  Jhall  receive  of  mine, 
**  and  floall  fhew  it  unto  you  ;'*  therefore,  the  Spirit  of 
Christ  is  the  Spirit  of  God,  and  the  Spirit  of  God 
is  the  Spirit  of  Christ. 

Here,  then,  if  reafon  is  appealed  to  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  thefe  few  paflages  (and  numbers  more 
might  be  added  to  them),  what  is  it  that  it  can  do? 
It  is  limited  in  the  interpretation  to  tjie  words  them- 
fclves,  which  it  may  not,  go  beyond,  nor  change, 
nor  alter;  for,  if  it  goes  beyond,  or  changes,  or  al- 
ters the  words,  it  does  not  interpret  them,  but  fome- 
thing  elfe.  Now,  as  it  is  confmcd,  and  limited  to 
the  words  themfelves,  what  are  the  mighty  efle(9:s 
vyiiich  are  to  be  produced  by  the  ultimate  appeal  to 
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reafon  ?  It  cannot  make  any  variation  in  the  words ; 
it  cannot  make  them  to  be  what  they  are  not :  all 
that  it  can  do  is,  it  can  reje6t  the  words ;  but,  if  i^ 
rejedls  them,  it,  by  necellity,  likewife  rejefts  the 
Author  of  them ;  and,  in  reje6ling  him,  it  denies 
what  it  acknowledges,  that  he  has  a  divine  miffion, 
and  that  his  words  are  truth.  In  fhort,  when  we 
talk  of  an  appeal  to  our  jreafon  upon  the  fubjeft  of  re- 
velation, I  fear,  in  general,  we  mean  an  appeal  to  ouf 
own  opinions,  which,  I  am  perfuaded,  are  often  mifta- 
ken  by  the  human  mind  for  reafon,  and  when  they 
are  deeply  rooted,  all  the  powers  of  reafon  are  in- 
fufficient  to  eradicate  them.  If  the  preconceived 
opinion  is,  that  God  the  Divinity  cannot  be  united 
to  a  human  being,  it  is  impoffible  that  the  dodlrine 
of  the  New  Teftament  can  accord  with  fuch  opi- 
nion, becaufe,  it  teaches,  that  Jesus,  the  Son  of 
Man,  is  in  the  proper  fenfe  at  the  fame  time  the 
Son  of  God,  and  of  courfe  truly  God  ;  and  hence 
the  dodlrine  being  contrary  to  the  opinion,  will  b^ 
deemed  contrary  to  reafon.  But  reafon  ellablifhes 
it,  certainly  and  infallibly,  that  whatever  comes 
from  the  God  of  Truth  muft  be  true;  and,  there^ 
fore,  in  fuch  a  cafe,  that  is,  where  a  dodtrine  really 
comes  from  the  God  of  Truth,  it  totally  difcards, 
annihilates,  opinion,  and  fuifers  it  not  to  operate  in 
the  fmalleft  degree ;  for,  what  is  opinion  when  op- 
pofed  to  what  reafon  acknowledges,  is,  and  mufl 
be,  true  ?  Doth  it  ceafe  to  be  true  becaufe  it  varies 
from  opinion  ?  Then  the  ultimate  appeal  lies  to  opi- 
nion 
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Tiion  and  not  to  reafon.  Then  a  revelation  fron^ 
God  of  the  Divinity  of  Jesus  Christ  may  be  re- 
je(5led,  becaufe  opinion  difapproves  of  it,  althoug}^ 
reafon  eftabUflies  that  it  mull  be  true,  becaufe  it 
comes  from  God. 

I  have  ufed  the  word  opinion  here,  but,  perhaps, 
the  more  proper  word  would  have  been  imagination. 
It  is  thus  our  tranflators,  and  very  properly,  have 
rendered  the  word  Xoyia-jjiovg  in  2  Cor.  x.  5.  Xoyicr- 
^ovg  xa9txipcvnsg,  cafting  down  imaginations.  The 
true  Chriftian  keeps  all  imagination  in  fubje6lion  to 
the  controul  of  reafon  and  truth,  and  fuffers  nothing 
in  his  mind  to  exalt  itfelf  againll  the  knowledge  of 
God,  a  knowledge  which  he  obtains  determinately 
from  revelation  alone,  and  from  no  pther  fource* 
And  this  knowledge  he  obtains  either  mediately  or 
immediately.  To  the  latter  mode  of  obtaining  it  we 
have  no  preteniions,  and  therefore  it  concerns  not 
our  prefent  fubjeft.  The  former  mode  only  is  that 
by  which  the  revelation  of  the  knowledge  of  God 
comes  to  us,  and  that  revelation  we  know  affuredlv 
comes  from  him,  when  our  reafon  is  fully  fatisHed 
that  he  comes  from  him  by  whom  it  is  communi- 
cated to  us;  and  v/hen  our  reafon  is  thus  fatisfied  it 
lilences  all  imaginations,  and  will  not  fuffer  them  to 
be  heard ;  for,  however  loudly  they  may  plead  with 
their  difficulties  and  impoffibilities,  the  final  anfwer 
of  reafon  is :  The  doctrine  communicated  to  us  cer- 
tainly comes  from  God,  and  therefore  is,  and  mufh 
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be,  true.     Now,   then,    if  the  New  Teftament  is 
acknowledged  to  have  been  a  revelation  from  God, 
all  that  we  have  to  do  is,  to   enquire  whether  the 
words  of  the  New  Teftament  do,  or  do  not,  exprefs 
the  do6lnne  propofed  to  us.     Are  they  tlie  words  of 
the  New  Teftament,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  ©sog  kcci 
Kyp/of,  that  he  is  <?iK'/i9ivog  Gcoj,  that  he  is  sv  y.o-^(py] 
©fou  v^upxm-,  that  he  is  one  with  the  Father;  that 
he  is  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  him  ?     Are 
thefe,  and  fuch  like  expreffions  really   in  the   New 
Teftament  ?    or  are  they  not  ?     If  they  are,  what 
hath  imagination  to  oppofe  againft  them,  which  can 
be  attended  to  ?     The  voice  of  reafon  moft  loudly 
proclaims,  that  the  words  are  true,  becaufe  they  are 
the  words  of  God.     In  vain,  then,  doth  imagina- 
tion plead  againft  them ;  for,  if  the  revelation  is  a 
revelation  from  God,  and  the  words  are  in  that  re- 
velation, reafon  pronounces  them  to  be  true,  not- 
withflanding  every  effort  of  the  imagination  to  the 
contrary. 

It  were  to  be  wifhed,  that  thofe  who  talk  fo  loudr 
ly,  and  as  they  think  fo  wifely,  concerning  rational 
religion,  and  rational  Chriftianity,  could  be  per- 
fuaded  to  adopt  what  is  really  a  rational  religion, 
and  a  rational  Chriftianity  ;  for,  wJiile  they  acknow- 
ledge, as  they  aftedl  to  do,  the  truth  of  the  New 
Teftament,  they  adl  moft  irrationally  in  oppofing 
and  calling  in  queftion  its  do6lrines.  Reafon  never 
will  juftify  them  in  admitting  the  New  Teftament  to 
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be  a  divine  revelation,  while  they  rejeA  its  dodlrines. 
In  the  one  or  the  other  they  muft  a6t  with  infinite 
abfiirdity.  If  the  New  Teftament  is  a  revelation 
from  God,  its  doctrines  muft  be  true;  if  its  doc- 
trines are  not  true,  it  cannot  be  a  revelation  from 
God.  This  confideration,  I  fuppofe,  is  that  which 
hath  driven  fo  many  into  Deifm ;  for  the  mind  na- 
turally revolting  from  the  many  numerous  abfurdi- 
ties  with  which  what  is  falfely  called  rational  ChriA 
tianity  is  clogged,  perplexed  with  its  wildneffes  and 
intricacies,  and,  in  this  ilate,  feeing  no  ground  On 
which  it  may  reft  with  peace  to  itfelf,  withdraws 
from  fuch  a  fcene  of  endlefs  inconliftencies,  and 
even  from  Chriftianity  itfelf,  to  take  refuge  in  the 
hopelefs  rigour  of  Deifm,  wherein,  if  it  experiences 
nothing  of  comfort,  it  neverthelefs  im.agines  itfelf 
emancipated  from  contradidlions. 

And,  indeed,  what  is  called  rational  Chriftianity 
hath  a  natural  tendency  to  drive  men  into  Deifm  ; 
for,  however  the  mind  may  for  a  v.diile  be  delio-hted 
with  the  felt-importance  into  which  rational  Chrif- 
tianity introduces  it,  it  cannot  always  be  blind  to 
its  abfurdities  and  contradi6lions.  At  leno-th,  it 
will  difcover  and  feel  them;  and  when  once  this 
happens,  having  rejedled  genuine  Chriftianity^  it 
hath  no  other  refource  if  it  would  retain  any  appea:  - 
ance  of  religion,  but  in  Deifm.  Men,  therefore, 
cannot  be  too  much  upon  their  guard  again^rthis 
ftrange   infatuation.      For,    wiiat  is  called  rational 
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Oiriftianity-,    when  examined  and  brought  to  the^ 
tcft,  will  be  found  to  be  moft  irrational,  mofi:  con- 
trary to  reafon,  if  it  be  irrat  ional  to  admit  a  revela- 
tion as  true,  and  then  to  rejeft  its  do(5lrines  as  falfe^ 
to  receive  a  man  as  a  divine  meflenger^  as  certainly 
toming  from  the  Gon  of  Truth,  and  then  to  make 
fenquiry  whether  he  does  hot  fpeak  what  is  falfe. 
Reafon  can  have  no  fliarc  in  an  enquiry  of  this  na- 
ture;    It  is  opinion  dnly^  imagination,  or  by  what- 
ever other  name  you  chufe  to  diftinguifh  fuch  a  de- 
lufion  of  the  mind,  that  is  concerned  in  it,  and  the 
hame  of  reafon  is  moft  unjuftly  and  abulively  given 
to  it;  fo  that,  after  all,  the Je  advocates  for  rational 
Chriftianity,  tnefe  gigantic  aiiertcrs  of  the  dignity 
bf  human  reafon,  who  trample  upon  the  faith  of 
Chriftlans  with  fo   much  difdain,  are  the  greateft 
enemies  which  reafon  has ;  they  rejedl  the  true  and 
certain  di6lates  of  reafon  as  impofture,  and  appeal 
to  conceit  and  imagination  for  truth ;  they  treat  the 
rell  of  the  world  as  the  enemies  of  reafon,  and  are 
themfelves   the   dupes   of    folly.      Reafon    is    un- 
doubtedly the  gift  of  God   to  us,  and  the  diftin- 
gui{hing  property  of  man,  and  therefore  as  certainly 
its  decilions  ought  to  be  attended  to ;  and  if,  after  a 
rigorous  enquiry  into  the  credentials  of  a  perlon  who 
comes  to  us  as  from  God  (and  the  enquiry  cannot 
be  too  rigorous),    it  decides  that  he  certainly  does 
come  from  him,  there  lies   no   appeal  from  its  de- 
cifion.     An  appeal  to  what  he  teacheth  againft  what 
he  teaclicth  is  abfurd  in  the  highefl:  degree,  becaufe 
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{he  truth  of  his  do6trine  is  involved  in  the  deciiion^ 
that  he  comes  from  God.  In  that  decifion  reafori 
decides  that  the  doxftrine  is  true,  and  therefore  any 
decilion  afterwards  from  the  nature  of  the  do6lrine^ 
that  it  is  falfe,  is  all  directly  contrary  to  reafoh ;  and 
if  it  is  to  be  attended  to,  then  what  is  contrary  td 
the  decilions  of  reafon  is  to  be  attended  to,  and  then- 
of  what  ufe  is  reafon  to  us  ? 

I  leave  this  tu  the  confideration  of  thofe  who  re- 
je6l  the  do6lrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  together 
with  other  do6lrines  of  the  New  Teftament. 

But  it  rnay  be  faid,  in  oppolition  to  what  has-  been- 
already  urged,  if  the  do6lrine  communicated  is  no 
teft  of  the  revelation,  what  are  we  to  do  in  thefe  laft 
ages  of  the  world,  when  no  miracles-  are  wrought  for 
our  convidlion  ?  and  when  we  have  nothinp-  elfe  but 

O 

the  doctrine  communicated  to  diredl  us  in  forming 
our  judgement  whether  the  New  Tellament  really  isy 
or  is  not,  a  revelation  from  God  ? 

The  anfwer  to  this  is,  Firft,  that  we  have  fome- 
thing  elfe  to  aflure  us  of  the  reality  of  the  revela- 
tion belide  the  do6lrlne  communicated;  and.  Se- 
condly, that,  if  we  had  nothing  elfe,  the  dodlrine 
communicated  would  not  aflure  us  of  the  reality  of 
the  revelation.     For, 
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Firft.     The  New  Teftament  comes  to  us  as  a  re^ 
velaiion  written  by  perfons  imder  the  infpiration   of 
the  God  of  Truth;  and  therefore  the  matter  com- 
municated  becomes  not  a  coniideration  till  it  is  efta- 
blifhed,  that  it  really  was  not  written  by  the  perfons 
to  whom  it  is  afcribed,  and  that  thefe  perfons  really 
were  not  under  the  infpiration  of  the  Got^  of  Truth. 
That  the  New  Teftament  was  written  by  the  perfonis 
to  whom  it  is  afcribed,  we  have  juft  the  fame  kind 
of  evidence  as  we  have  that  the  commentaries   of 
Casfar,  or  the  writings  of  Livy  or  Tacitus,  or  any 
other  antient  authors,  wefe  written  by  them  whof* 
names  they  bear ;  and  therefore  as  the  evidence  is 
valid  and  received  in  the  one  cafe,  fo  is  it  valid  like- 
wife,  and  ought  to  be  received,  in  the  other.     Ad- 
mitting, therefore,  the  writers  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment to  have  been  thofe  to  whom  it  is  attributed, 
the  queftion  is,  were  thefe  perfons  under  the  infpi- 
ration of  the  God  of  Truth,  or  were  they  not.'* 
That  they  themfelves  write  and  exprefs  themfelves 
as  if  they  were  is  undeniable  ;  but,  this  evidence  not 
being  fufficient  to  anfwer  the   queftion,  and  being 
fuch  as  will  not  be  admitted  as  proof,  rfecouife  muft 
be  had  to  fome  other  mode  of  enquiry,  v.'hereby  the 
queftion  will  be  anfvvered  fatisfadlorily. 

Here,  then,  as  we  know,  with  pretty  fufficient 
Accuracy,  the  time  in  which  the  writers  of  the  New 
Teftament  lived,  and  in  which  their  facred  writings 
were  fubmitted  to  the  world,  the  enquiry  muft  be, 
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how  were  they  received  then  ?  what  evidence,  what 
credentials,  did  they  then  exhibit  of  their  being  un- 
der the  infpiration  of  the  God  of  Truth  ?     The  an- 
fwer  muft  be,  They  wrought  publicly  a  great  varie- 
ty of  moll  aftonilhing  miracles;    and,    being  en- 
dowed in  a  very  extraordinary  manner  with  the  gift  of 
tongues,  they  were  enabled,  and  adtually  didfpeakto 
every  man  in  his  own  language.     But  this  is  not  all : 
they  not  only  did  thefe  things,  but  affirmed,  and  pub- 
lifhed  openly,  in  writing,  to  the  then  world,  that 
they  had  done  them.     They  affirmed,  and  publiffied 
openly,    that  in  the  name  of  Jesus   of  Nazareth 
they  had  reftored  the  impotent  man  to  his  flrength. 
They  affirmed,  and  publiffied  openly,  that,  by  the 
laying  on  of  the  apoftles' hands,  the  Holy  Ghost 
was  given,  and  the  gift  of  tongues  conferred  upon 
others.     This  was  fuch  an  appeal  in  behalf  of  their 
own  veracity,  as  none  could  have  made  who  was 
not  confcious  of  truth.     It  was  an  appeal  to  the 
people  of  their  own  time ;  an  appeal  to  thofe  who 
had  it  in  their  power,  if  they  were  falfe,  to  have 
confuted  and  expofed  their  falfehood;  to  perfons 
who  could  not  but  know,  whether  the  impotent  man 
was  reftored  to  his  ftrength  or  not ;  and  who  could 
not  but  know  whether  there  was  any  truth  in  the 
fadl  which   they   afferted  concerning   the   gift    of 
tongues ;  but  where,  when,  or  by  whom  of  the  peo- 
ple of  their  own  times,  was  this  aflertion  of  theirs 
ever  denied  ?   Who  ever  denied  that  they  performed 
the  miracles  which  they  told  the  then  world  in  wri- 
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ting  that  they  had  performed  ?  The  writing  waj 
public  and  open  to  the  inlpeftion  of  every  one ;  and 
therefore,  if  it'  had  contained  fah'ehoods,  the  Jews^ 
who  were  his  moft  inveterate  enemies, ,  would  never 
have  fuffered  it  to  have  pafTed  upon  the  world  with- 
out bearing  their  ftrongeft  teftimony  againit  it :  bur 
no  fuch  teiliimony  ever  yet  has  been  h^ard  of,  and 
the  feveral  fa6ls  recorded  in  the  New  Teilament 
have  defcended  from  that  time  to  the  prefent  hour, 
without  any  thing  to  oppofe  againft  them.  If  the 
reader  will  turn  to  A6ls  iv.  he  will  there  fee  a  very 
artlefs  narrative,  but  delivered  with  all  the  confi- 
dence of  truth^  of  vv  hat  followed  in  confequence  of 
the  miracle  v\T0ught  upon  the  impotent  man  by  the 
two  apoftles  Peter  and  John.  They  were  fummoned, 
the  writer  informs  us,  to  appear,  and  to  give  an  ac- 
count of  what  they  had  done,  before  the  chiefs  and 
rulers  of  the  Jews.  There  were  prefent  upon  the 
occaiion  Annas  the  high  prieft,  and  Caiaphas,  and 
John,  and  Alexander,  together  with  as  many  as 
were  of  the  high  prieft's  kindred.  Tliefe  men  having 
examined  them,  and  fxnding  no  fufficient  caufe  for 
punifhing  them,  and  moreover  being  unable  to  deny 
the  miracle,  (for,  the  man  who  had  been  reftored 
was  there  prefent  before  them,)  th^y  difmifled  t-he 
two  apoftles,  with  fevere  threats  and  ftrich  injunc- 
tions, that  they  fliouid  not  teacli  any  m^ore  in  the 
name  of  Jesus.  Now,  if  this  narrative  hath  any 
truth  in  it,  the  evidence  thence  is  moft  plain 
and  convincing,    tliat  the  two  apoflles,  Peter  and 
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John,  were  empowered  by,  and  under,  the  infpira- 
tion  ofjthe  God  of  Truth,  and,  confequently,  that 
the  dodlrines  which  they  have  communicated  to  the 
world  are  true,  (and  true  the  narrative  moft  certainly 
appears  to  be,)  neither  has  any  thing,  at  any  time, 
been  produced  to  contradidl  it.  Annas  and  Caia- 
phas,  and  John  and  Alexander,  were  perfons  whom> 
the  writer  has  particularly  pointed  out  by  name  as 
concerned  in  the  examination  of  the  apoftles  and 
others :  he  hath  no  lefs  accurately  defcribed  who  were 
concerned  with  them,  namely,  as  m.any  as  were  of 
the  kindred  of  the  high  prieft.  Was  there  none  of 
thefe  to  be  found  who  v/ould  rife  up  to  vindicate 
themfelves  from  fuch  an  afperfion  as  was  thrown 
upon  their  characters  by  this  narrative  of  the  Sacred 
Writer  ?  Suppofe  them,  againft  every  degree  of 
probability,  to  have  been  all  dead  when  the  narra- 
tive was  publifhed ;  what  became  of  all  the  rulers, 
and  elders,  and  fcribes,  v/ho  are  faid  to  have  been 
alTembled  with  them  ?  Were  thefe  all  dead  like- 
wife  ?  There  mull  have  been  then  a  very  fad  mor- 
tality at  Jerufalem,  that  could  have  fwept  away  fuch 
numbers  in  the  fliort  fpace  of  about  eight  and  tweti- 
ty  or  thirty  years !  But  neither  is  this  all.  The  Sa- 
cred Writer  tells  us,  that  the  miracle  was  notorious, 
and  generally  known  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  Jerufa- 
lem. Were  thefe  alfo  all  deceafed  ?  Was  there  not 
one  furviving  perfon  to  be  found  who  could  give  his 
teftimony,  and  put  a  flop  to  the  progrefs  of  a  reli- 
gion which  they  were  all  fo  zealous  to  extirpate  ? 
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"this,  furely,  muft  be  too  much  for  the  faith  evtti 
of  a  modern  fage,  who  can  believe  any  extravagance 
that  is  urged  againft  the  Chriftian  religion,  and  nd 
truth  that  is  urged  in  its  behalf.     If  the  fa6is  re- 
corded in  the  Gofpels  and  the  Adls  of  the  Apoftles 
are  true,  there  cannot  be  a  doiibt  but  that  the  doc- 
trines of  the  New  Teftament  are  communications  to 
us  from  the  Go-D  of  Truth,  by  perfons  authorized 
and  infprred  by  himfelf.  As  fu'ch  they  were  received 
-by  the  firft  converts  to  Chriftianity,  who  had  every 
cfpportunity  of  examining  with  certainty  into  the 
truth  of  the  fadts  recorded.     As  fuch  they  have  de- 
fcended  unimpeached,  to  any  purpofe,  through  a 
long  fucceffion  of  ages  to  our  own  times,  never  de- 
nied or  oppofed  by  thofe,  who,  if  they  had  been 
falfe,  could  have  denied  or  oppofed  them  with  ef- 
fedt,  but  fuifered  to  remain  as  they  are  recorded, 
uncontrouled  by  any  evidence  to  the  contrary.    Had 
the  miracles  and  v;onders  recorded   in  the  Sacred 
Writings  defcended  to  us  only  by  oral  tradition,  we 
probably  fhould  have  paid  very  little  attention  to 
them ;  we  ihould  have  rejedled  or  received  them  in 
proportion  as  they  might  have  appeared  to  us,  ei- 
ther probable  or  poffible.     But  here,  in  the  prefent 
inftance,  oral  tradition  hath  no  manner  of  concern. 
Our  information  comes  from  written  records,  writ- 
ten and  publilhed  early,  and  at  a  time  when  they 
might  have  been  contradidled,  bidding  defiance  to 
all  gainfaying  or  contradi6lion.    St,  Matthew's  Gof- 
|)el  was  written  within  about  eight  years  after  our 
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lyO'RD^s  afcenlion,  and  in  the  Jewifh  language,  and, 
therefore  in  a  language  which  the  Jews  in  general 
could  not  but  underftand  ;  and  having  been  written 
fo  early,  it  is  impollible  but  the  Jews  muH  have 
known  whether  the  fadls  recorded  in  it  were  true  or 
otherwife ;  and,  if  any  of  them  had  not  been  true, 
is  it  conceivable  that  they  would  not  moft  trium- 
phantly have  taken  the  advantage  of  it  ?     But  no- 
thing of  the  kind  has  ever  yet  appeared,  nor  been 
heard'  of,  even  by  report.     On  the  contrary,  the 
Ebionites,  who  were  as   much  Jews  as  they  were 
Chriftians,  admitted  the  truth  of  St.  Matthew's  Gof- 
pel,  and  adopted  it  all  except  the  fir  ft  two  or  three 
chapters ;  which  it  is  not  to  be  imagined  they  would 
have  done  if  the  fa6ls  recorded  in  it  were  notorioufly 
falfe,  and  fuch  as  no  one  at  Jerufalem  knew  any  thing 
of.     St.  Mark's  Gofpel  was  written  within  about  ten 
years  after  the  afcenfion,  and  the  A6ls  of  the  Apof- 
tles  about  twenty-eight  or  thirty  years  after  the  fame 
event.     Now  then,  if  we  consider  thefe  early  pub-^ 
ii cations  as  appeals  for  the  truth  of  what  is  recorded 
in  them,  which  in  fa6l  they  are  ;  and,   if  we  farther 
confider,  that  nothing  has  ever  appeared  in   confe- 
quence  of  thefe  appeals,  either  denying  or  difproving 
the   fa6ls  recorded;    the   refult  is,  and  neceflarily 
muft  be.  Therefore  the  fa6ls  recorded  in  the  pub- 
lications are  real  truths ;  and  therefore  the  writers  of 
the  New  Teftament  were  what  all  Chriftians  acknow- 
ledge them  to  have  been,  perfons  under  the  infpira- 
tion  pf  the  God  of  Truth;  and  if  they  were,  then 
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tht  doctrines  which  they  have  communicated  to  us, 
muft  be  true  likewife :  whence  it  follows,  that  we, 
in  thefe  laft  ages  of  the  world,  liave  the  fame  evi- 
dence as  the  primitive  Chrlftians  themfelves  had  of 
the  New  Tellament's  being  a  revelation  from  God, 
the  fa6ls  being  as  afliiredly  afcertained  to  us  as  if  we 
had  been  eye-wltneffes  of  them  ;  in  which  latter  clr- 
cumftance  conlifts  the  only  difference  between  us 
and  them.  Hence  may  it,  without  hefitation,  be 
affirmed,  that  we  have  other  evidence  befide  the 
do6lrine  communicated,  to  dire6f  us  in  forming  our 
judgement,  whether  the  New  Teflament  is  really  a 
revelation  from  God  or  not,  even  the  very  firfi:  and 
original  evidence,  the  uncontrouled  evidence  of 
wonders  and  miracles,  ftrengthened  by  the  teflim.ony 
of  all  antiquity. 

But,  if  we  had  not  this  evidence,  the  doctrine 
communicated  would  not  help  us,  or  be  any  proof 
of  the  reality  of  the  revelation.  For,  conlider,  the 
doftrines  of  the  New  Teftament  are  either  fuch  as 
relate  to  what  we  call  morality,  or  elfe  they  relate  to 
matters  of  a  much  higher  nature,  and  that  lie  far 
beyond  the  fphere  of  our  determinate  knowledge. 
Now  then,  what  affurance  do  the  moral  do(5lrines  of 
the  New  Teftament  afford  us  that  it  is  a  revelation 
from  God  }  Was  morality  unknown  to  the  world 
before  the  promulgation  of  the  Gofpel  ?  Were 
there  no  writers  upon  moral  fubjec^s  prior  to  it  ? 
and,  was  there  no  truth  in  what  they  wrote  upon 
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tliefe  fubjecSls  ?  Who  will  fay  there  was  not  ?  But, 
if  there  was  truth  in  what  they  wrote,  then  the  very 
fame  rule  by  which,  you  would  prove  the  New  Tef- 
tament  to  be  a  revelation  will  prove  alfo,  that  Tul- 
ly's  Offices,  or  any  other  moral  writings,  were  re- 
velations, v.diich,  I  fuppofe,  no  one  will  contend  fon 
For,  if  the  truth  of  the  moral  doctrines  fhould  be 
proof  in  the  one  cafe,  it  will  be  alfo  in  the  other. 

As,  then,  the  truth  of  its  moral  do6trines  will  not 
alone  affure  us,  that  the  New  Tefirament  is  a  revela- 
tion from  God;  much  lefs  will  thofe  higher  do6frines 
which  lie  fo  much  beyond  our  reach,  and  which  our 
reafon  tells  us,  if  they  are  received  at  all,  muft  be 
received  by  a  faith  grounded  on  the  authority  of 
thofe  by  whom  they  are  communicated  to  us.  To 
this,  however,  it  is  oppofed,  that  thefe  doftrines, 
if  they  are  received,  can  be  received  upon  no  other 
foundation  but  that  of  our  reafon,  approving  and 
adjudging  them  to  be  worthy  of  God, 

HovvT  long  will  not  men  ceafe  to  fpeak  with  pre- 
fumption  and  arrogance  concerning  God  !  Shall  a 
moth,  an  infedl  that  flutters  its  few  moments  in  the 
fun,  and  then  drops,  dare  to  fay,  what  is,  or  what  is 
not,  worthy  of  the  Almighty  God  and  Creator  of  the 
univerfe,  a  Being  who  is  at  fuch  an  infinite  dif- 
tance  from  us,  that  the  utmoft  powers  of  the  human 
mind  are  quite  unable  to  fearch  him  out !  Where 
are  the  balances  which  human  reafon  is  pofTeffed  of, 
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in  which  to  weigh  the  things  that  are  worthy  of 
God  ?  What  is  the  ftandard  which  is  to  determine 
that  a  doctrine,  of  the  atonement  for  inftance,  and 
fatisfacSlion  made  for  the  fins  of  men  by  the  fufFer- 
ings  of  the  innocent  Jesus,  is  unworthy  of  him  ? 
If  you  can  prove  this,  you  muft  have  fome  medium 
of  comparifon  whereby  to  prove  it ;  but,  confefled- 
ly,  you  have  none ;  for.  Go  d   is  fo  infinitely  be- 
yond us,  that  no  medium  can  pofiibly  bring  him 
into  comparifon.     "  To  whom  then  will  ye  liken 
*'  God  ?  or   what  likenefs   will  ye  compare  unto 
"him?"     And  again,    as  from   God   himfelf,    the 
prophet  aficeth,  "  To  whom  will  ye  liken  me,  and 
^*  make  me  equal,  and  compare  me,  that  we  may 
*'  be  like  ?"     So  that,  when  we  talk  of  receiving  or 
rejedling  the  do6lrines   of  the  New  Tef-ament,  as 
our  reafon  adjudges  them  to  be  either  worthy  or  un- 
worthy of  God,  we  talk  entirely  at  random,  fince 
our  reafon  is  deftitute  of  any  mean  whereby  fuch  an 
adjudication  can  be  made. 

It  is  true,  and  I  fcruple  not  to  acknowledge  it, 
that  fome  of  the  do6trines  of  the  New  Tefi:ament 
are  extremely  difficult  to  the  human  mind,  and,  I 
may  add,  irreconcilable  by  any  of  thofe  modes  of 
reafoning  to  which,  as  human  beings,  we  are  ne- 
cefiarily  confined ;  but  they  are  not  therefore  falfe 
or  unwortliy  of  God  :  for,  in  order  to  pronounce 
them  fo,  we  rnufc  have  comparative  ideas  whereby 
to  determine  us  in  our  judgement ;  wc  mull  have 
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wherewithal  to  treat  thefe  fubjedls  in  the  fame  man- 
ner as  we  do  others  which  the  mind  is  competent  to 
difcufs ;  which  we  moft  certainly  have  not.  From 
the  want  of  a  medium  we  are  unable  to  pronounce 
that  a  fquare  is  equal  to  a  given  circle  ;  but  who  ever 
argued  thence,  that  therefore  no  fquare  can  be  equal  to 
a  given  circle?  And  yet  he  that  fhould  argue  thus  would 
argue  to  the  full  with  as  much  wifdom  as  he  that  ar- 
gues that  the  dodlrines  of  the  New  Teftament  are  to 
be  rejected,  becaufe,  we  are  unable  to  inveftigate 
them  with  thofe  powers  which  are  unequal  to  the  in- 
veftigation.  Where  the  powers  of  the  mind  are 
equal  and  fufficient  for  the  fubje^l,  there,  doubtlefs, 
we  mull  be  determined  by  the  mind's  decilion ;  but 
where  thefe  fail  us,  as  they  certainly  do  with  regard 
to  fome  dodlrinal  fubjedls  of  the  New  Teftament, 
there  any  politive  decilion  of  the  mind  is  ridiculous, 
becaufe,  it  is  deciding  without  a  judgement,  which 
is  abfurd. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  if  we  have  no  other  mode 
of  determining  whether  the  New  Teftament  is  a  re- 
velation from  God,  but  what  is  derived  from  its 
communicated  dodlrines,  it  may  afluredly  be  pro- 
nounced, that  we  have  no  m.ode  of  determining  it 
at  all.  Neither  the  moral  nor  the  other  do6lrines 
v^ill  prove  it ;  the  proof  refts  entirely  on  the  credl- 
bilit}^  of  the  perfons  by  whom  they  are  communi- 
cated to  us ;  and,  if  they  are  credible,  if  they  have 
fufficiently  evidenced,  that  they  were  under  the  in- 
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fpiratloii  of  the  God  of  Truth,  and  that  what  they 
.communicate  to  us  hath  the  fan6lion  of  his  high  au- 
tliority,  human  reafon  muft  bow  down  and  ac- 
knowledge their  communications  to  be  a  divine  rc- 
yelation ;  and,  notwithftanding  any  difficulties  or 
intricacies  that  may  be  in  them,  that  therefore  they 
cannot  be  otherwife  than  certaii\  and  infallible 
truths. 

I  fhall  add  only  a  few  words  more  with  regard  tq 
^le  interpretation  of  the  New  Teftament. 

It  is  certainly  to  be  interpreted  ftridlly  according 
to  the  words ;  and  the  conftru6lion  of  the  words  is 
to  be  by  the  fame  rules  as  govern  us  in  the  conftruc- 
tion  of  any  other  Greek  writings.  As  for  Hcbraifms 
in  thefe  Sacred  Writings,  they  are  not  by  any  means 
fo  numerous  as  is  often  imagined ;  and,  moreover, 
they  have  no  right  to  talk  of  Hebraifms  in  them 
who  do  not  underftand  Hebrew  them.felves,  which, 
I  apprehend,  is  underftood  by  very  few.  Any  de- 
viations, therefore,  from  the  general  rules  of  con- 
ftrudlion  on  account  of  Hebraifms  will  be  very 
rarely  admiffible. 

Very  rarely  alfo,  I  think  nev£r^  are  they  to  be  in- 
terpreted as  if  they  were  written  in  conformity  with 
the  vulgar  errors  of  the  Jews ;  for,  that  mult  be  a 
llrange  kind  of  revelation  which  hath  for  its  bafis  the 
errors  of  ignorance.     This  wild  conceit,  this  nau- 
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feous  crudity  of  the  imagination,  I  find  has  met 
with  its  fautors  among  the  friends  of  rational  Chrif- 
tianity,  who,  if  they  go  on  as  they  have  begun,  will 
foon  leave  us  nothing  of  truth  in  the  Chriftian  reli- 
gion.    St.  John   fays   expreffly,    AyysXog  ya^  nuice. 

This,  it  feems,  has  no  truth  in  it;  and  St.  John  only 
fays  it,  becaufe  it  was  a  vulgar  error  among  the 
Jews.  Surely  this  is  taking  a  liberty  with  St.  John 
which  you  would  not  take  with  even  any  common 
v/riter.  This  is  ftamping  the  charadler  of  falfehood 
upon  him  v/ith  a  high  hand  indeed.  But,  I  am  to 
obferve,  that  the  evangeliil  "  doth  not  relate  the 
"  circumftance  according  to  the  hvpothefis  received 
"  among  his  countrymen,  iviibcut  7nentioning  any 
**  thing  conctrning  the  truth  or  falfehood  of  their  opi- 
"  ftion  ;"  for,  if  there  is  any  faith  in  language,  he 
politively  aflerts  it  as  a  truth.  The  whole  paflage 
in  our  tranflation,  which  is  fufficiently  accurate,  is 
thus :  "  Now  there  is  at  Jerufalem,  by  the  Iheep 
*'  market,  2l  pool,  which  is  called  in  the  Hebrew 
"  tongue  Bethefda,'  having  five  porches.  In  thefe 
"  lay  a  great  multitude  of  impotent  folk,  of  blind, 
"  halt,  withered,  waiting  for  the  moving  of  the 
''  watery /<?r  an  angel  went  dozen  at  a  certain  feafon 
*'  into  the  pool  and  trouhUd  the  water.  JVbofoever^ 
**  thcn,jirjl  after  the  troubling  of  the  water  Jlepped  in, 
**  was  made  whole  of  wbatfoever  dijeafe  he  had  J' 
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Where  fliall  we  find  words  whereby  to  exprefs  the 
pofitive  afl'ertion  of  a  fa(5t,  if  thefe  words  do  not 
jalTert  one.'  iVn  ang^el,  he  afTerts,  in  plain  terms, 
defcended  occalionally.  This  angel  troubled  the 
water,  and  whoever  then  ilepped  in  firft  was  cured 
of  whatever  diforder  he  had.  Was  this  faid  in  con- 
formity with  the  vulgar  error  of  the  Jews  ?  What 
mark,  what  token,  have  you  of  it  ?  To  the  reader 
there  appears  nothing  but  the  pofitive  aflertion  of 
the  evangelifl:  himfelf.  Moreover,  whence  derive 
you  your  information,  that  the  circumfi:ance  of  the 
angel's  defcent  really  was  an  opinion  current  among 
the  Jews  ?  For,  until  that  is  eftablifhed  by  fufii- 
cient  proof,  the  whole  bufinefs  of  this  obje6lion  to 
the  truth  of  what  St.  John  fays,  is  merely  a  peiitio 
principH,  and  nothing  elfe.  Eftablifh  this  point  firft, 
and  then  it  will  be  time  enough  to  make  a  farther 
enquiry  into  the  validity  of  the  obje6lion.  If  we  are 
to  make  opinions  for  the  Jews,  and  then  attribute 
the  afiertions  of  the  Sacred  Writers  to  their  acquir 
efcence  with  thofe  opinions,  it  will  foon  be  all  oven" 
with  the  Chriftian  religion, 

But  we  are  told,  that  the  Sacred  Writers  acqulefce 
with  popular  prejudices  "  whenever  any  thing  is 
*'  mentioned  or  advanced  in  Scripture,  that  is  in^ 
*^  confiftent  with  the  known  principles  of  truth  and 
'^  reafon."  As  I  never  yet  have  met  with  any  thing 
advanced  in  Scripture  which  was  contrary  to  the 
known  principles  of  truth  and  reafon,  I  cannot  help 
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tlimklng,  that  this  alfo  is  a  begging  the   queftiori. 
What  is  brought  forward  as  an  exempUfication  of 
the  Sacred  Writers'  acquiefcing  with  popular  preju-^ 
dices  is  all  a  miftake ;  for,  what  is  faid,  A(5ls  xvi.  16. 
is  only  in  compliance  with  popular  language,  and  not 
particularly  of  the  Jews,  but  of  almoft  all  the  world. 
And,  moreover,  if  what  many  have  conceived   is 
true,  that  otv5:^/x«  ITu^covcj  is  merely  a  Hebraifm  for 
'cffViv^jLOi  nu^wwKoy,  it  then  exprelTes  nothing  more 
than  that  the  damfel  had,  according  to  our  tranfla- 
tion,  ?ifpirlt  of  divination-,  and,  furely,  for  the  Sa- 
cred Writer  to  fay  this  cannot  be  in  compliance 
with  popular  prejudice,  or  in   contradidion  to  the 
known  principles  of  truth  and  reafon ;  for,  except 
we  deny  the  truth  of  all  hiftory,  many  have  been 
poffeffed  with  fuch  a  fpirit. 

It  is  urged  alfo,  that  *'  whatever  is  fa^id  in  Scrip-- 
*'  ture  concerning  Satan,  Demons,  or  Demoniacs, 
*«  and  that  reprefents  the  Devil  as  the  principle  of 
"  evil,  inftigating  mankind  to  fin,  is  all  merely  in 
*'  compliance  with  the  popular  prejudices  of  the  age, 
"  and  of  the  country  in  which  the  writers  lived; 
«*  for,  the  exiftence  of  a  malignant  being,  exerting 
**  an  influence  over  the  minds  of  men,  and  impelling 
*'  them  to  vice  and  mifery,  is  utterly  inconfiftent  with 
^'  the  perfections  of  the  Deity,  with  the  wifdom  of  the 
* '  Divine  government,  and  with  the  free  and  moral 
**  agency  of  man,  and  hence  what  is  recorded  con- 
*•'  cerning  our  liORo's  temptation  is  nothing  but  a  fic- 
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**  tlon,  invented  for  the  purpofe  of  complying  witK 
•^'  popular  errors,  the  whole  llory  being  onlyanarra- 

,*'  tion  of  certain  internal  emotions  and  incitements 
"  to  fm,  which  the  Holy  Jesus  felt  arifing  in  his 
*'  fpotlefs  mind."  We  might  well  afk  here.  How 
emotions  and  incitements  to  lin  fhould  arife  in  a 

fpotlefs  mind  ?  They  could  hardly  arife  from  the 
mind  itfelf,  and,  if  they  did  not,  then  mull  they 
have  been  introduced  into  it  by  fome  malignant 
agency  from  without,  call  that  agency  by  whatever 
name  you  chufe.  However,  we  will  not  dwell  upon 
thisj  as  no  reader  need  be  told,  that  a  fpotlefs  mind 
Can  caufe  no  emotions  or  incitements  to  fin*  Let  us 
attend  to  the  other  fuggcltion,  that  the  exifbence  of 

-fuch  a  malignant  being  as  we  conceive  the  Devil  to 
be,  is  inconfiftent  with  the  perfe6lions  and  wifdom 
of  the  Deity,  and  the  free  and  moral  agency  of  man. 
The  bell  anfwer  to  this  will  be,  an  appeal  to  v/hat  is, 
and  what  is  experienced  to  be  a  fa6l  among  human 
beings.  Moil  notorious  is  the  exiftence  of  malig- 
tiant  agents  among  human  beings,  who  are  daily 
exerciling  the  very  fame  malignity  as,  it  is  here  faid, 
is  inconliftent  with  tlic  wifdom  and  perfedlions  of 
God  to  fuiFer;  and,  if  fuch  malignity  exifts  among 
human  beings,  how  can  there  be  any  inconfiftency 
in  believing  what  the  Scriptures  affure  us,  that  there 
is  fuch  malignity  in  the  Devil  and  his  angelsl  Can 
we  be  ftrangers  to  the  fad:,  that  there  are  profti- 

.  tuted  women  who  make  it  their  bulinefs  to  enfnare 
artlefs  innocence  to  its  ruin  ?     Can  we  be  ignorant, 

that 
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that  there  have  been  in  France  men  throwing  off  all 
religion,  and  exerciling  their  malignity  even  againft 
God  himfelf?  And,  will  you  charge  God  with 
inconfiftency  in  his  v,^ifdom  and  perfedlions,  becaufe 
he  fufFers  the  exiftence  of  Ihch  human  beings  ?  if 
not,  where  is  the  ineonfillency  if  he  fufFers  the  ex- 
iftence  of  malignant  beings  who  are  not  human  ? 
and,  if  he  fuffers  them  to  incite  men  to  evil,  when 
he  fuffers  men  to  incite  one  another  to  evil  ?  The 
truth  is,  and  it  is  a  primary  truth,  that  there  can  be 
no  inconfiftency  in  whatever  it  pfeafes  God  to  fuffer 
to  be.  That  he  does  fuffer  human  beings  to  exift 
who  exercife  a  malignity  of  the  fame  nature  with 
that  which  is  afcribed  to  the  agency  of  the  Evil 
Spirit  is  moft  certain ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  ex- 
iftence  of  fuch  an  evil  fpirit  cannot  be  inconliftent 
with  the  wifdom  and  perfedlions  of  God  ;  and,  con- 
fequently,  that  no  objedlion  can  lie  againit  the  Sa- 
cred Writers,  for  afferting  the  exiftence  of  fuch  ari 
evil  fpirit ;  and,  moreover,  that  their  having  afferted 
it  was  not  in  compliance  vnth  the  vulgar  and  erro- 
neous opinions  of  the  Jews. 

May  we  not  be  allowed,  exclufive  of  every  other 
conlideration,  to  form  a  very  ftrong  prefumption, 
that  there  is  fuch  an  evil  fpirit,  from  the  very  ob- 
je6lion  which  is  made  to  his  exiftence  ?  Full  of  wiles 
a^id  fubtlety  he  is  reprefented  to  be ;  and  what  can 
bd  more  fubtle,  what  more  likely  to  enfure  fuccefs 
to  himfelf  in  his  exertions  againft  us,  than  the  in- 
7  trodudlion 
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trddu6tion  into  our  minds  of  a  perfuafion  of  hifs 
own  non-exiftence  ?  Little  able  will  the  General  be 
to  make  refiilance,  who  is  attacked  by  the  Enemy, 
while  he  imagines  he  has  no  enemy  to  be  apprehen- 
live  of.  This  ought  well  and  ferioufly  to  be  conli- 
dered,  left,  with  all  our  fuperlative  wifdom,  w^e 
fhould,  in  the  end,  find  ruin  in  our  fecurity. 

And  as  the  exiftence  of  an  Evil  Spirit  is  not  in- 
confiftent  with  the  wifdom  and  perfections  of  God, 
fo  neither  is  it  with  the  free  and  moral  agency  of 
man.  Man  is  free  as  a  moral  agent,  becaufe  he  can- 
not irrefiftibly  be  impelled  into  evil.  He  may  refill, 
and,  if  he  refift:s,  he  conquers ;  and  therefore  the 
Scripture  fays,  "  refill:  the  Devil,  and  he  will  flee 
*'  before  you."  And  this  the  Scripture  faith,  not  in 
iac<|uiefcence  with  I  know  not  what  erroneous  opi- 
nions of  the  Jews,  but  from  a  certainty  of  its  truth. 
If,  then,  the  Sacred  Writers  aflert  the  exiftence  of 
the  Evil  Spirit,  they  aflert,  neverthelefs,  the  free- 
dom of  man,  whofc  will  is  at  liberty  either  to  refift 
or  to  fubmit  to  his  influence,  as  it  fhall  think  pro- 
per, but  cannot  be  compelled  to  a  fubmifl^on  to  it 
without  its  own  voluntary  confent.  There  is,  there- 
fore, nothing  in  the  exiftence  of  the  Evil  Spirit, 
which  is  contrary  to  the  free  and  moral  agency  of 
man. 

As  then  the  Sacred  Writers  have  afl!erted  the  exif- 
tence of  an  evil  Spirit,   as  there  is  nothing  in  the  af- 
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fertioh  which  is  contrary  to  the  wifdom  and  perfe(5lIons 
of  God,  or  the  free  and  moral  agency  of  man  ;  there 
can  be  no  occalion  for  grounding  the  affertion  on 
any  opinions  that  might  have  been  current  among 
the  Jews.  It  is  the  affertion  of  men  infpired  by  the 
God  of  Truth,  that  fuch  an  Evil  Spirit  exifts,  it 
therefore  is  true ;  and,  moreover,  it  therefore  hath 
not  its  origin  in  any  JewiHi  opinions  or  traditions. 
There  may  not  perhaps  be  any  harm  in  fuppoling 
that  the  Sacred  Writers  fometimes  in  their  expreffi- 
ons  conform  themfelves  to  popular  language ;  but, 
this  is  very  different  from  a  fuppolition  that  in  their 
affertions  and  do6lrines  they  do  the  fame.  This 
would  be  to  reduce  the  whole  -of  Chrillianity  to  a 
mere  fable ;  for,  by  the  fame  rule  that  one  affertion 
or  do(5lrine  was  charged  to  the  account  of  an  idle 
tradition,  another  might  be ;  and  thus  the  whole 
would  become  fabulous.  For  this  reafon,  therefore, 
as  hath  been  already  fuggefted,  the  Sacred  Writings 
are  never  to  be  interpreted  as  if  what  was  afferted  or 
taught  in  them  was  fo  afferted  and  taught  in  com- 
pliance with  popular  opinions. 

In  our  interpretation  of  the  New  Teftament,  we 
are  rigidly  to  adhere  to  the  words  written,  which  we 
are  to  conftrue  by  the  fame  rules  of  conftru<5lion  as 
govern  us  in  the  conftrudlion  of  any  other  Greek 
Writer.  When  we  have  thus  obtained  from  the 
words  themfelves  the  fenfe  of  the  affertion  or  the 
do<5lrine ;  we  are  then  invariably  to  bear  in  our  minds 
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the  authority  whence  the  alTertion,  or  do6lrineV 
proceeds,  and  that  the  Writer  is  a  perfon  infpired 
by  the  God  of  Truth,  and  that  therefore  wliat  pro- 
ceeds from  him  muft  be  true  hkewife.  1  do  not  fay 
that  every  word  and  fyllable,  every  ya^  and  de  is 
written  under  the  force  of  infpiration,  for  it  may  be 
perhaps  not  at  all  nfeceffary  to  c^dopt  fuch  a  fuppofi- 
tion ;  but  this  I  fay,  that  every  politive  affertion, 
every  do6lrine  which  the  words  communicate  to  us 
is  under  that  force ;  and  therefore  is,  and  muft  be 
true.  I  fear  it  too  frequently  happens,  that  when 
the  do6lrine  which  the  words  communicate,  does 
not  pleafe  orfuit  with  our  prejudices,  we  pervert 
them  from  their  true  and  genuine  meaning  to  fome- 
thing  elfe.  Thus  vv^as  it  in  the  inftances  which  have 
been  produced  from  the  great  Mr.  Locke  ;  and  thus 
likewife  has  it  happened  in  many  inferior  inftances. 
But  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  no  fenfe  or  inter- 
pretation is  admifhble,  which  the  words  themfelves 
will  not  juftify  ;  that  if  Qiog  svXoyyjTO^  does  not  lignify 
.*'  God  l^e  bleffed,"  nothing  will  juftify  us  in  inter- 
preting it  to  fignify  fo ;  that  if  loo;  does  not  lignify 
limply  refemblance  or  limilitude,  we  fliall  be  alto- 
gether unjuftifiable  in  giving  it  that  fenfe.  Be  the 
true  genuine  fenfe  of  the  words  what  it  may,  by  that 
we  muft  abide ;  for  otherwife,  inftead  of  interpreting 
the  Gofpel,  we  make  a  new  Golpel  of  our  own. 

I  here  add  no  more  but  this  only,  that,  if  in  our 
conftrucf  ion  of  the  words  of  the  New  Teftament  we 

adhere 


(    179    ) 

adhere  to  the  fame  rules  as  govern  us  in  the  con- 
ftrudlion  of  any  other  Greek  Writer,  whether  we  be- 
lieve the  Sacred  Writers  to  have  been  infpired  or 
not,  they  will  evidently  appear  to  aflert  the  Divinity 
of  the  Son  of  God.  As  afTerting  this  I  have  here 
appealed  to  them;  and  I  hereby  farther  appeal  to 
every  Greek  Scholar  in  the  world,  and  demand  it  of 
him,  conftruing  the  words  as  he  would  conftrue  the 
words  of  any  other  Greek  Writer,  to  put  fucli  a 
conftru(5lion  upon  them  as  that  they  Jloall  not  ajfert 
the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  TJiis,  if  it  can  be 
xlone,  all  controverfy  will  be  ended ;  if  it  cannot  be 
done,  the  polition  will  remain  true,  that  tlie  Writers 
.of  the  New  Teftament  aflert  tlie  Divinity  of  Jesus 
Christ;  and  the  Catholic  Church  will  thereby  be 
fully  julliiied  in  believing  and  affirming,  as  it  ever 
hath  believed  and  affirmed,  that  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  is  very  and  eternal  God,  that  he  is  050$  oCKv^- 
Siyo;  and  05?;  iVXQyriTOS  ag  zovg  ccwyqvsy  A^r^v, 
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APPENDIX. 


As  it  has  been  fald  in  the  preceding  pages 
that  the  Creed,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Council 
of  Nice,  differs,  as  in  fome  other  refpedls,  fo  alfo 
in  what  regards  the  eternal  generation,  from  the  Creed 
which  we  have  in  ufe  at  this  day,  it  is  thought  pro- 
per to  fubjoin  a  copy  of  the  Nicene  Creed  as  it  was 
adopted  and  fan^lioned  by  the  council. 

cpocjoov  Xj  aop<xjcov  TA^oiviJrjVy  x,  ftg  Ivcc  Kvpiov  hcn^v  X^igov,  rev 

zvjg UTtccg  ra  lluj^og,  Qcov  sx.  Qsov^  (poog  sk  (poojog,  Qsov  cxXvi- 
Qivov  iit  Gsa  otKyfiiv^,  •ysvvvi9svjoi  a  -cc-o.jj^c-jJ/a,  oy.cii<riov  to) 
Xlocjft,  §/'  «  Toc  tffa.il<x,  sysvijof  roc  n  sv  roc  Hftoivcj),  %ui  rot  iv 
TJj  yjj.  Toy  5i*  )}jix«s  T^«5  ccvSpcAjTrag,  Xj  lioc,  r^v  i^i^c-puv  cr^lv}- 
^MU,  TfMJtXSoylx,  o-oc^KUiQevjccy  £y«y^^7r>j(r<*i}«,  'ujoc9o\](x.y  x^ 
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Credimiis  in  umnn  Deum  omnipotentem  omnium  vifibilium 
&  inviftbilium  faclorem.  Et  in  ummi  Dominu?n  Jefum 
Cbrijlwn,  jilium  Dei,  natum  ex  Patre  unigemtu?n,  hoc 
ejiy  ex  fubjiantid  Patris,  Deum  de  Deo,  lujuen  de  lu~ 
tnine^  Deum  "vermn  de  Deo  liero,  genitum  non  fa^fum, 
confuhjlantialem  Patri ;  per  quern  omriia  fatJa  funt  & 
qua:  i:i  cc:lo  i^  qua  in  tend,  ^li  propter  nos  homines, 
Isj  propter  nojlram  falutem,  defcendit,  incarnatus,  & 
homo  faoius  ejl,  pafjus  e/i,  &  tertid  die  refurrexit,  af^ 
(cndit  in  ccelos,  venturus  judicare  vivos  &  mortuos.  Et 
in  Spiritum  Sandum, 

The  aboA'e,  then,  being  the  genuine  Creed  of  the 
Nicene  Council,  freed  from  the  ra-po  zfTuvJMv  twv  aioo- 
vx%  SK  7  0V  Uajf^og  yiy£wvi^£\ov,  which  was  in  the 
Creed  propofed  to  the  council  by  Eufebius,  it 
fhoukl  feem  to  be  no  departure  from  the  Nicene 
faith,  if  we  alfo  rejected  that  article  as  the  council 
itfelf  had  rejected  it.  The  creed  propofed  to  the 
council  by  Eufebius  was  in  thefe  follQwirig  terms : 

Tlig-cvo^'iv  Sig  ha  0soi',  TLck]:-^k  'zu-avjcxptzjo^tx,  tov  tuv 
dTToivjcjo'j  opcijcov x^  ao(^a]oov  ziTon^yiV.  '  Kai  sig  zva,  Y^v^m\y\a-\i'v 
IL'jigov,  zo^  TH  Q-iiKoycv,  Qsov  sx.  Qiii,  (poog  iK(pcS]og,  ^mvjv 
Sit  C^jng,  v.cv  ^ovofzyiu  "zs-^yjojojo'A.ov  'vircna-rjg  TcliosMg,  vrpo  'zu-av- 
Toov  rcay  aioovoov  3K  JH  Uajpog  yslsyy/Ji/SKV,  li  «  ^  sfivijo  ra 
■  zs-avjcx.     Tcv  hcc  r/iv  ^fjisjspeiv  cruJYi^:cy.v  crc>i^Kw9cvjoi,  K^  sv  ocV' 
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ayiov. 

How  far  this  creed  differs  from  that  which  was 
eftablifhed  by  the  council,  the  reader  will  fee  by 
comparing  them  together.  When  it  was  firft  prc- 
fented,  it  feemed  to  m.eet  with  a  pretty  general  ap- 
probation. But,  as  Eufebius  was  thought  (whether 
juftly  or  otherwife  I  enquire  not)  to  be  in  fome 
meafure  attached  to  the  caufe  of  Arius,  it  was 
thought  neceffary  to  revife  it;  and,  on  the  revilal, 
it  appearing  to  the  Fathers  not  to  be  fufficiently 
guarded  againft  the  errors  of  Arius,  they  made  what 
tkey  judged  to  be  the  necelTary  alterations  in  it ;  the 
moft  material  of  which  v/ere,  the  expunging  what 
related  to  the  Eternal  generation,  and  inferting  the 
article  oy^oova-iov  7m  Uajpi,  which  was  not  in  the  creed 
of  Eufebius.  This  article  at  firft  was  ftrenuoufly 
oppofed  by  Eufebius ;  but  at  length  not  being  able 
to  refill  the  wifdom  with  which  it  was  fupported,  he 
acquiefced,  and,  as  he  tells  the  people  of  Ca3farea, 
in  his  letter  to  them,  he  fubfcribed  the  creed  as  the 
council  had  eflablifhed  it  without  any  farther  hefi- 
tation. 

Hence  then,  I  think  it  appears  very  plainly,  that 

the  Z€-po  'uJocv]oov  TCfOV  dioovoov,  £}C  70 V  Hocl^^og  yiyey>Y,^=vov, 
was  no  dodlrine  of  the  Nicene  council ;  it  was  ex- 
punged 
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/f  tinged,  becaufe  they  difowned  if,  and  how  it  crept 
into  the  creed  afterwards  it  is  almoft  impoffible  to 
fay,  with  any  degree  of  certainty.  It  appears,  by 
the  arguments  of  learned  men,  plainly  to  have  been 
in  the  creed  prior  to  the  Second  General  Council ; 
and  it  appears  as  plainly  not  to  have  been  in  the 
creed  at  the  time  when  the  former  council  was  dif- 
iblved. 

Eufebiiis  appears  alfo  to  have  been  very  ftrongly 
attached  to  the  article,  notwithftanding  his  having 
fubfcribed  the  Nicene  Creed,  whence  it  was  ex- 
punged;  ahdj  therefore,  it  is  not  at  all  improbable, 
but  that  he  himfelf  might  have  been  inftruniental  in 
getting  it  ihferted  in  the  Creed,  after  the  council 
was  dilfolved.  Certain  it  is,  that  he  ufes  language 
concerning  Our  Lord,  which  neither  the  Creed  nor 
the  Scriptures  will  juftify  ;  and  which,  I  fuppofe, 
was  never  ufed  by  any  one,  prior  to  himfelf,  as  may 
be  feen  in  the  firft  and  fecond  chapters  of  his  Ec- 
cleliaftical  Iliftory,  where  he  ftyles  otir  Lord,  •37^/w- 
tcyovoq  A0r02:  now  the  words,  ixovoysvrjg  and  zo-^oo' 
lOTOKog  are  never  any  where  in  Scripture  applied  to 
the  >.oyoc,  but  folely  to  the  vioc;  and,  if  they 
had  been  applied  to  the  Aoyog,  the  dodlrine  of 
Arius,  I  apprehend,  ought  not  to  have  been  ob- 
je6led  to. 
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The  do6lrlne  of  the  Eternal  Generation,  if  I  may 
be  permitted  to  fpeak  my  own  opinion  of  it,  fbrongly 
favours  the  caufe  of  Arianifm ;  for,  if  it  is  true, 
then  Christ  was  always,  as  being  a  Son,  fubordi- 
nate  and  inferior  to  the  Father,  then  vv^as  he  always 
alfo,  as  having  the  Divine  Nature  by  neceiiity,  an 
inferior  fubordinate  God,  which,  I  apprehend,  was 
«the  doctrine  of  Arius.     But  the  New   Teflament 
holds  forth  no  fuch  language  to  us.     The  inferiority 
of  Christ  to  the  Father,  if  I  may  fo  fpeak,  was  a 
fuperinduced  inferiority,  ariling  from  the  voli-ntary 
liumiliation  of  himfelf,  when  he  united  himfelf  to 
man's  nature,  and  becam.e  incarnate.     But  no  where 
in  Sacred  Scripture  am  I  acquainted  with  any  thing 
which  gives  countenance  to  the    dodtrine   of  tlie 
Eternal   Generation ;    and  Eufebius,    when  he  in- 
ferted  the  article  in  his  creed,  feems  to  have   been 
aware,  that  it  would  be  objedted  to,  on  account  of  its 
not  being  the  do6lrine  of  Scripture,  by  his  intro- 
ducing it  with  the  words   '^lu-^ujjojj^cov  'nraa-.ig  kIktecvc, 
words  which,  as  I  have  already  fuggefted,  feem  to 
lignify  the  pre-eminence,  but   not  the   priority,   of 
his  birth.     For,  if  z^poojo^iOx.ov   here  fignifies  prior jiv, 
in  point  of  time  or  of  exiilence,  will  it  not  be  to  blend 
Jesus  Christ  with  the  mafs  of  creation,  to  make 
him  thereby  the  iiril  created  of  the  works  of  God  } 
which  cannot  be  true  of  him,  either  as  he  was  the 
Aoyog  who  exifted  from  all  eternity  witli  God,  and 
was  God  ;  or  as  he  was  man,  and  born  poflerior  in 

o  time. 
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time,  by  numerous  ages,  to  the  reft  of  the  creation  j 
sml  therefore  in  no  refpe61  doth  it  feem  applicable 
10  liim,  except  the  word  be  taken  in  the  fenfe  of 
pre-eminence,  a  fenfe  which  St.  Paul  himfelf  feems 
to  annex  to  the  word,  even  when  he  ufes  it  in  the 
fenfe   of  firft-born,    ColoiL    i.    17.     'O^    fg-zv    cc^xl^ 

'  If  the  dodlrine  of  the  Eternal  Generation  fhould 
really  be  the  do6lrine  of  the  Scripture,  I  fee  not 
how  the  opinion  of  Arius  and  his  followers  can  be 
accounted  hcrefy,  for,  the  inferiority  of  fubordina- 
tion  as  certainly  attaches  itfelf  to  the  charadler  of 
a  Son  as  identity  of  nature;  and,  if  what  Baronius 
afhrms  is  true,  v/hen  he  fays,  Ada  Nicccna  injur'ui 
temporlsj  cfj*  Ap^jamohum  conatibus  p^Jfa  ejfe  nau- 
fragta^  certu;n  ejl,  it  will  not  be  eitlier  an  unfair,  or 
an  improbable  fuppolition,  that  w^e  are  indebted  to 
the  indefatigable  induftry  of  the  Arians  for  the  in- 
fertlon  of  this  article  in  the  Creed,  as  well  as  for  the 
total  fuppreffion  of  the  adls  of  the  Nicene  Council. 
But  the  whole  of  this  bulinefs  is  involved  in  fuch  a 
cloud  of  impenetrable  obfcurity,  that  it  leaves  room 
for  nothing  but  conjec9:ure.  Certain,  however,  we 
are,  that  the  article  was  not  in  the  Creed  of  the  Ni- 
cene Council,  and  that,  although  it  was  in  tlie 
Creed  prefcnted  by  Eufebius,  yet  that  the  Council 
rejeded  it:  and  certain  alfo  we  are,  unlefs  I  am  in 

an 
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an  error  myfelf,  that  the  article  hath  no  foundation 
in  Scripture,  on  which  it  may  be  fupported.  Here, 
then,  the  matter  miifi:  reft,  and  the  reader  will  de- 
cide for  himfelf. 
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Hebrews  1.  i8. 

But  unto  the  Son  he  faith,  'Thy  throne ,  O  God, 
endureth  for  ever. 

WHATEVER  reputation  the  adverfaries 
of  our  faith  may  have  of  late  years 
gained  amongft  the  unlearned  and  unthink- 
ing, amongft  thofe,  who,  from  their  habits  of 
life,  muft  necelTarily  take  their  religious  prin- 
ciples upon  authority,  as  well  as  thofe,  who, 
from  want  of  due  pains,  do  voluntarily  lend 
themfelves  in  matters  of  fuch  high  importance 
to  opinions  unexamined,  the  great  do6lrines 
of  our  Religion  have  certainly  within  the 
fame  period  reaped  much  advantage  in  point 
of  argument  from  the  talents  and  erudition  of 
thofe,  whofe  exertions  have  been  called  forth 
in  its  defence. 

The  Divinity  of  our  Lord,  that  great  prin- 
ciple, upon  which  the  primary  benefits  of 
Chriftianity  depend,  feem.s  particularly  to  juf- 
tify  this  remark.  For  though  our  Lord  hath 
never  left  himfelf  without  that  tefl:imony  of 
B  his 
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his  Godhead,  which  drew  from  St.  Peter  lb 
earlv  and  decided  a  declaration  of  it,  and 
from  St.  Thomas  fo  fuddcn  and  exphcit  an  a6t 
of  adoration ;  though  this  do6lrine  of  the 
Apoftles  has  been  received  and  avowed  by 
the  uninterrupted  voice  of  the  Cathohc 
Church ;  yet  within  the  fpace  of  a  century 
have  its  proofs  been  multiphed,  and  its  evi- 
dences illuftrated  from  Scripture,  in  propor- 
tion to  the  pains  taken  by  fome,  to  refute,  to 
confound,  or  to  obfcure  this  truth. 

It  is  obfervable  hkewife,  that  ReHgion  hath 
received  another  material  advantage,  though 
indire(5lly,  from  the  fame  quarter. 

The  prevaihng  eagernefs  to  decry  all  myf- 
tcry,  and  the  popular  practice  of  releafmg  the 
unlearned  and  unwary  from  an  obhgatlon  to 
give  credit  to  any  proportion  upon  teftimony, 
where  the  matter  of  the  proportion  is  beyond 
their  comprehenfion,  have  rendered  it  a  duty  in 
thofe,  who  would  preferve  their  own  faith  invi- 
olate, or  maintain  the  influence  of  any  kind  of 
religion  in  the  minds  of  mankind  at  large,  to 
fubmit  the  nature,  the  extent  and  province, 
or  what  would  now  be  called  by  fome  the 
Rights,  of  human  reafon  to  a  conftant  and  re- 
peated examination.  And  the  refult  of  this 
examination  hath  been  univerfally  and  uni- 
formly with   every   wife   and  fober  inquirer, 
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that  fo  far  as  regards  Revelation,  or  any  fyf- 
tem  affuming  that  title,  if  it  contradict  not 
thofe  firft  principles,  which  are  themfclves  the 
very  means  and  meafures,  by  which  we  are  to 
judge  of  any  religious  propofition,  the  bufinefs 
of  Reafon  is  fimply  to  decide  upon  the  evi- 
dences offered  in  proof  of  its  divine  original, 
to  judge  of  the  authenticity  of  the  w^ritings 
claiming  divine  authority,  and  to  apply  to 
them  the  obvious  and  ordinary  means  of  in- 
terpretation. But  that  when  its  congruity 
with  thofe  firft  principles,  the  proofs  of  its 
divine  original,  the  authenticity  of  the  vo- 
lume, and  the  fenfe  and  meaning  of  its  pages 
are  once  thus  carefully  afcertained,  and  fatif- 
fad:orily  determined,  by  the  due  ufe  of  our 
reafon;  the  Truth  and  Confiftency  of  the 
dod:rines  contained  therein  follow  ex  hypo- 
thefi :  becaufe  they  are  contained  in  a  revela- 
tion from  God. 

To  fit  in  judgment,  therefore,  upon  thefe 
fo  circumftanced,  is  evidently  to  fit  in  judg- 
ment upon  the  truth  and  confiftency  of  what 
God  has  been  pleafed  to  declare  exprefsly  by 
a  revelation.  To  doubt  of  proportions  fo 
offered,  is  to  doubt  upon  the  matter  of  the 
revelation  acknowledared  to  be  divine.  But 
as  this  is  that  kind  of  abfurdity  which  per- 
haps carmot  be  fuppofed  to   take  place  ad;u- 

B  2,  ally 


[     4     1 

ally  in  the  mind  of  any  man  ;  the  doubt  "will 
be  found  really  to  revert  upon  forne  one  or  all 
of  the  llieps  in  the  argument,  by  which  the 
proportions  were  proved  to  be  divine.  And 
indeed  the  plain  faift  is,  that  w^hen  rcafon  has 
deliberated  on  a  propofition,  and  determined 
it,  whether  juftly  or  unjuftly,  to  be  impoffible, 
no  proof,  however  binding  and  irrefragable, 
can  produce  convidion.  The  general  quef- 
tion,  therefore,  with  infidels  of  every  defcrip- 
tion,  is  exactly  concerning  what  fhall  be 
deemed  fo  far  impoffible  as  to  be  incapable  of 
proof  by  any  evidence  whatever.  We  fay, 
and  I  truft  we  fay  wifely  and  truly,  that  it  is 
no  vindication  of  unbelief,  that  propofitions 
being  above  human  conception,  or  compre- 
henfion,  have  a  feeming  incompatibility,  when 
compared  one  w^th  another  :  that,  if  they 
are  proved,  by  the  ordinary  and  legitimate 
rules  of  found  reafon,  to  come  from  God, 
they  mufi;  be  received  implicitly  as  fuch  in 
the  form  in  which  they  are  offered  to  us  : 
and  that,  if  we  are  imperfectly  informed,  what 
relation  they  bear  to  each  other,  we  are  no- 
W'here  required  to  reconcile  the  difiiculties 
attending  them  when  fo  compared. 

Indeed  the  attempt  to  reconcile  difficulties 
in  matters  above  our  comprehenfion,  is  more 
than   we    think    neceifary    in    fome    truths, 

which. 
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which,  whether  derived  from  Reafon  or  Re- 
velation, are  yet  generally  admitted. 

Who,  for  inflance,  endeavours  to  reconcile 
the  apparent  contrariety  between  the  necef- 
fity  of  a  £rft  caufe  and  the  impoffibility;  as 
it  regards  our  conceptions,  of  a  felf-exiftent 
Being  ?  Or  who  fees  not  the  neceffity  of  ac- 
knowledging an  Almighty  Creator  ?  Yet  the 
power  of  creating  every  thing  out  of  nothing 
is  to  us  perfectly  incomprehenfible.  From 
whence  we  may  fee  how  little  we  have  the 
means  of  judging  what  is  really  impoffible  in 
matters  v/hich  lie  above  our  conception,  and 
how  little,  as  fober  Philofophers,  we  can  in 
matters  of  Revelation  juftify  doubts  founded 
in  the  difficulties  arifmg  from  the  fubjed;  mat- 
ter of  the  propofition  offered  to  our  belief. 
For  as  every  thing  poffible  is  credible  upon 
good  teftimony,  fo  is  every  thing  poffible  even 
in  our  conceptions,  of  which  we  do  not  fee 
the  clear  and  dired;  impoffibility,  which  we 
can  do  only  in  fubjecfts  of  which  we  have 
a  competent  knowledge.  To  refufe  therefore 
our  affent  upon  this  ground  to  any  propor- 
tion claiming  the  authority  of  Revelation, 
may  be  to  refift  a  clear  and  direcft  tefliimony 
of  what  is  no  way  impoffible ;  or  rather,  to 
refift  the  evidence  of  Teftimony  relating  to 
matters  in  themfelves  incomprehenfible,  is  to 
B  .s  refift 
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refiil  proof  of  what  can  be  no  way  impro- 
bable. 

For  example,  an  Unity  of  fubftance,  and 
a  Trinity  of  Perfons  in  the  Divine  Na- 
ture, are  both  objeds  of  Faith  ;  both  the  dif- 
coveries  not  of  reafon,  but  of  Revelation. 
Suppofe  them  propofed  to  us  without  the 
authority  of  Revelation,  the  one  could  only  be 
proved  to  be  probable,  the  other  could  in  no 
way  be  proved  to  be  improbable.  If  there- 
fore they  are  communicated  with  equal  clear- 
nefs  in  Scripture,  they  are  equally  intitled  to 
our  belief  upon  the  ground  of  Teftimony: 
and  to  deny  one  upon  the  fame  evidence 
upon  which  we  admit  the  other,  is  not  {imply 
inconfiflent,  and  to  be  vindicated  upon  no 
principle  of  reafon  whatever  ;  but  it  is  to  fet 
afide  one  great  purpofe  of  Revelation,  which 
has  been  to  communicate  to  us  truths,  which 
othervvife  we  could  never  have  known,  as 
having  no  difcernible  connedion  with  the  or- 
dinary courfe  of  nature. 

It  may  feem  Grange  that  the  friends  of  Re- 
ligion have  not  been  more  upon  their  guard 
againfl:  this  kind  of  inconfiflency  in  prin- 
ciple :  yet  it  is  to  be  regretted,  that  they  have 
too  often  overlooked  the  obvious  acceptation 
of  Scripture,  in  order  to  modify  the  relations, 
which  the  Perfons  in  the  Divine  Nature  bear 

to 
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to  each  other,  in  hopes  of  gaining  a  readier 
aflent  to  the  r@al  truths  of  Revelation. 

With  this  view  exactly  it  is,  that  a  learned 
and  refpe6table  Writer,  who  contends  ftrenvi- 
oufly  for  the  conclufion,  that  *'  Jefus  *'  is  God, 
*'  becaufe  he  is  declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God,'* 
hath  adopted  the  hypothefis,  that  the  term 
*'  Sonf  was  firft  aflumed  when  the  Word  was 
"  made  flefh,  and  therefore  that  the  Word 
*'  was  not  necelTarily  the  Son  ;"  an  hypothefis, 
by  which  he  conceives,''  if  it  may  be  admitted, 
"  many  difficulties  will  be  removed  J  ;"  but 
one,  in  fa<5l,  which  is  in  other  words  to  deny 
the  doftrine  of  the  Eternal  Generation  of  the 
Son,  a  doctrine,  which,  he  fays  §,  favours  the 
caufeof  Arianifm  ;  "for  if  it  is  true,"  h6  adds, 
*'  then  Chrift  was  always,  as  being  a  Son,  fub- 
"  ordinate  and  inferior  to  the  Father;  then  wa? 
*'  he  always  alfo,  as  having  the  Divine  Nature 
*'  by  Neceffity,  an  inferior,  fubordinate  God, 
"  w^hich,  he  apprehends,  was  the  do6lrine  of 
*'  Arius  ||."  It  were  eafy  to  oppofe  a  variety  of 
anfwers  to  this  mode  of  reafoning,  which,  tar 

*  0£av6p&)7ro?  T??  x.ccUn(;  Aia^ijxrf,  or,  An  Appeal  to  the  New 
Teftament  in  Proof  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  By- 
Charles  Hawtrey,  M.  A.     London,  1794.     P.  118. 

t  P.  39-  :  P-58.  §  P.   185. 

II  Mr.  Hawtrey  does  not,  I  apprehend,  mean  that  the  doc- 
trine of  Arius  allowed  Chrift  to  have  had  the  Divine  Nature  by 
Nec«ffity,  but  only  that  he  was  an  inferior  and  fubordinate  Gi)d. 
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from  "  removing  many  difficulties,"  would 
increafe  the  number.  I  will  only  remark,  that 
whofoever  of  neceffity  partakes  of  the  Unity 
of  the  Divine  Nature,  cannot  (I  fpeak  as  it  re- 
gards human  apprehenfion)  be  otherwife  in- 
ferior than  in  the  idea  of  order.  A  fubordinate 
God,  if  by  that  term  be  meant  one  in  any 
other  fenfe  inferior,  cannot  of  neceffity  parti- 
cipate the  Divine  Nature.  But  I  forbear  all 
difquifition  on  the  foot  of  reafon  upon  a  prin- 
ciple already  laid  down,  and  in  which  I  have 
the  explicit  concurrence  of  this  learned  Au- 
thor, who  fays  juftly,  "  the  whole  of  the 
"  matter  upon  fubjects  of  this  nature  v/ill  turn 
"  upon  this  fmgle  queftion,  "  Is  the  do^rine, 
*'  or  is  it  not,  a  communication  from  God  *  ?'* 
To  give  this  queftion  a  folution  founded  on 
the  fulleft  inquiry,  it  would  be  requifite  to 
enter  upon  an  examination  of  the  whole  of 
divine  Revelation.  For  although  it  will  not  be 
expecflcd  that  the  notices  of  this  fubje6l  fliould 
either  be  fo  obvious,  or  fo  frequent,  in  the 
books  of  the  Old  Teftament  as  in  thofe  of  the 
New;  yet  the  learned  have  always  found  in 
them,  what  have  been  confidered  as  no  ob- 
fcure  arguments  for  the  truth  of  this  doc- 
trine. 

•*  P.  138. 
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The  Gofpels  would  next  claim  our  confi- 
deration,  with  a  view  particularly  to  the  lan- 
guage and  converfation  of  our  Lord,  in  thofc 
paffages  where  he  is  induced  to  affert  the 
proper  Divinity  of  his  nature. 

Then  would  follow  an  attention  to  the 
writings  of  the  Apoftles  ;  from  whom  it  may 
be  expedied,  that  the  doctrine,  if  true,  will 
be  more  explicitly  delivered. 

Our  Author's  remarks  upon  the  Nicene 
Creed  have  further  made  it  in  fome  fort  ex- 
pedient to  examine  the  waitings  of  the  earlier 
Fathers  ;  who  at  the  loweft  muft  be  confi- 
dered  as  good  witneffes  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Primitive  Church,  in  proportion  as  they  lived 
more  or  lefs  near  to  the  time  of  the  Apoftles. 

It  will  have  occurred,  that  the  ground  of 
inquiry  thus  traced  out  is  too  extenfive  for 
the  prefent  occafion  :  indeed  I  hope  to  Ihew, 
that  the  argument  lies  in  a  much  lefs  ccm- 
pafs,  and  may  be  fatisfa6lorily  difcufted  in  the 
examination  of  a  very  few  paftages  of  the  New 
Teftament,  from  fome  of  thofe  even  which 
this  writer  hath  produced  as  moft  favourable 
to  his  hypothefis ;  and  that  if  we  ihould  allow 
thejuftice  of  his  remarks  upon  the  Nicene 
Creed,  this  Creed  would  ftill  indifputably  con- 
tain the  fame  doctrine. 


In 
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In  the  mean  time  let  it  be  prcmifed,  that 
the  very  expreffion,  or  term,  Son,  obvioufly 
implies,  in  its  proper  fenfe,  a  natural,  not  an 
occafional  relation,  or  an  acceffory  title,  which 
can  only  be  underflood  when  the  term  is  ex- 
prefsly  fo  qualified  by  other  terms  of  the  con- 
text, or  the  known  circumftances  of  the  fub- 
jecl  fo  defcribed. 

I  believe,  moreover,  I  Ihall  aflume  no  more 
than  what  will  be  found  ftricftly  and  accu- 
rately juft, .  if  I  affert,  that  the  firfh  and  obvi- 
ous fenfe  in  all  the  pafl'ages  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament,  wherein  our  Lord  is  mentioned  as 
Son  of  God,  either  diredlly  by  a  voice  from 
Heaven,  or  by  himfelf,  or  by  his  Apoftles,  if 
I  afTcrt,  that  the  firft  and  obvious  fenfe  of  all 
thefe  paiTages,  except  perhaps  one  only,  im- 
plies his  filial  relation  to  the  Father,  anteced- 
ently to  his  incarnation,  when  the  Word  be- 
came flefh  ;  paflages  thefe  fo  numerous,  that, 
uncontradicted  and  unoppofed  as  they  are  by 
any  other  parts  of  Scripture,  it  may  well  feem 
w^onderful,  that  the  fubjecfl,  confidered  upon 
the  evidence  of  Scripture,  could  ever  afford  a 
queftion. 

Indeed  this  antecedent  relation  feems  fo  to 
pervade  the  whole  of  Revelation,  that  it  ap- 
pears to  be  prefigured,  even  Typically,  an  early 
as  in  the   hiftory  of  Abraham.     For  in  the 
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blefliiig  promifed  to  this  Patriarch  as  a  reward 
of  his  fingular  faith  and  obedience  in  the  pro- 
pofed  Sacrifice  of  his  Son,  it  is  ftated  as  the 
motive  on  God's  part,  *'  That  Abraham  had 
*^  not  withheld  his  Son,  his  only  Son,"  in  order 
as  it  were  to  fix  the  attention  of  future  ages 
upon  the  two  leading  features  in  the  refem- 
blance  which  Ifaac  bore  to  their  promifed 
Meffias,  who  was  to  be  an  only  Son,  and  to 
be  offered  for  a  Sacrifice.  Yet  the  relation 
fignified  by  the  Type  of  an  only  Son  of  an 
human  Father  did  not  exifl  in  the  Antitype, 
if  that  relation  be  not  cfTential  to  the  Son  of 
God,  and  inherent  in  his  nature.  And  the 
chearful  and  ready  furrender  of  this  only  Son 
made  on  the  part  of  Abraham,  the  very 
ground  and  motive  of  his  blefTmg,  no  longer 
typifies  that  ftupendous  ad;  of  mercy,  wherein 
God  is  faid  by  our  Lord  himfelf  to  have 
given  his  only-begotten  Son  *,  if  this  only-be- 
gotten Son  then  firft  afTumed  the  occafional 
relation,  when  he  was  fent  into  the  World  as 
Man. 

The  fame  truth  feems  to  be  conveyed,  in  a, 
fimiiar  manner,  in  the  Parable  of  the  Vine- 
yard, where  the  charad:er  of  the  beloved  Son  fo 
evidently  reprefented  that  of  our  Lord,  that  the 

*  John  iii,   16. 
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Jews  prelent  deprecated  the  punllliment  due 
to  the  Murderers,  who  are  there  faid  to  have 
killed  the  Son  of  this  Lord  of  the  Vineyard. 
Yet  if  our  Lord's  claim  to  the  relation  of  Son 
be  accelTory  only,  the  comparifon  will  neither 
appear  obvious  nor  natural. 

St.  Paul,  in  a  ftile  of  animation  peculiarly 
eloquent,  argues  upon  the  fame  principle, 
from  the  analogy  between  the  filial  relation  of 
our  Lord  to  the  Father,  and  that  of  an  hu- 
man Son  to  an  human  Father. 

*'  He  that  ipared  not  his  own  Son,  how 
'^  111  all  he  not  with  him  alfo  freely  give  us  all 
"  things'?"  Yet  the  aptnefs  and  the  force  of 
this  comparifon  depend  wholly  upon  a  nearer 
affinity  in  the  relation  of  the  Divine  Per- 
fons  than  will  really  exifl,  if  on  the  part  of 
the  Logos,  or  Word,  this  relation  be  fuper- 
induced  and  taken  up  only  contemporaneoufly, 
or  nearly  fo,  with  the  Prophetic,  the  Prieftly, 
or  the  Regal  chara<5ler  of  our  Lord.  And 
the  Apoftle  will  hardly  ftand  exempted  from 
the  charge  which  elfewhere  he  fo  explicitly, 
and  perhaps  ironically,  difclaims,  of  having 
employed  "  the  excellency  of  Speech  and  of 
**  Wifdom"  in  thus  ftating  this  topic  with  more 
advantage,  than  in  ftrid:  propriety  could  be 
juftified. 

That 
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That  the  terms  Father  and  Son,  as  applied 
by  our  Lord,  conveyed  to  the  Jews  a  natural 
and  elTential  relation,  is  evidently  clear  from 
their  condud: ;  for  we  are  told,  "  they  fought 
*'  the  more  to  kill  him,  not  only  becaufe  he 
"  had  broken  the  Sabbath-day,  but  faid  alfo, 
"  that  God  was  his  Father  *,  making  himfelf 
"  equal  with  Godf." 

But  I  haften  to  what  may  be  confidered  as 
more  dired:  evidences  of  the  point  in  queilion, 
which  lie  fo  thickly  interfperfed  in  the  writ- 
ings of  the  New  Teilament,  that  I  am  con- 
cerned principally  to  examine  what  fhall  pre- 
fent  themfelves  moft  obvioully,  rather  than  to 
fele6l  with  a  difcrimination  founded  in  their 
refpe6live  weight  and  importance. 

The  expreffions,  "  My  beloved  Son,"  "  my 
"  beloved  Son,  in  v/hom  I  am  well  pleafed," 
"  no  man  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Fa- 
"  ther,"  "  the  only  begotten  Son,  which  is 
*'  in  the  bofom  of  the  Father,"  *'  the  Fa- 
*^  ther  loveth  his  Son,"  ''  God  fent  his 
"  Son,"  "  God  gave  his  only-begotten  Son," 
*'  the  Father  fent  his  Son,"  with  others  too 
numerous  to  be  now  recited,  do  all,  in  their  firft 
and  obvious  import,  convey  the  idea  of  a  na- 
tural and  efl'ential  relation.  To  thefe  may 
be  added  more  whofe  Hgnification^  when  com- 

*  licnifo,  lAION  %\tyi  roe  Geo?.  f  John  v,  i8. 
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pared  with  the  context,  cannot  be  otherwifc 
interpreted,  without  a  manifeft  mifreprefen- 
tation  of  the  fcope  and  intention  of  Scrip- 
ture. 

Before  I  draw  any  argument  from  the 
phrafc  "  only-begottenSon,"  I  fliould  remark 
iipon  an  obfervation  of  this  learned  writer, 
that  the  term  only-begotten  *  is  never  applied 
in  Scripture  to  the  Word,  or  Logos  ;  that  is, 
I  underftand,  he  is  never  called  the  only-be- 
gotten Logos,  or  Word. 

To  obviate  any  conclufion  which  this  ob- 
fervation can  be  fuppofed  to  ferve,  let  it  be 
coniidered,  that  the  terms  Word,  or  Logos, 
and  Son,  applied  to  the  fecond  perfon  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  are  both  relative ;  that  they  in- 
dicate different  relations,  to  God,  and  the 
Father  ;  that  thefe  relations  have  no  apparent 
affinity  to  each  other,  though  inherent  in  the 
fame  fubjed: ;  fo  that  it  may  well  bear  a 
doubt,  how  far  the  phrafe,  "  only-begotten 
"  Word,"  however  familiar  to  later  writers,  be 
ftridly  juft  and  proper :  that  of  thefe  rela- 
tions, that  of  Son  is  that  under  which  our  Re- 
deemer is  reprefented  to  us  ;  that  this  relation 
affords  an  argument,  which  could  not  be 
drawn  exadly  with   the  fame  force  from  the 

*  Movoysmj  (184), 
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illation  which  the  Word,  or  Logos,  has  to 
God  ;  an  argument  of  God's  love  to  us,  who 
'^  fpared  not  his  own  Son,  who  gave  his  be- 
*'  gotten  Son  for  us ;"  and  that  in  the  very 
chapter  in  which  the  Word,  or  Logos,  is  in- 
troduced as  a  Divine  Perfon  with  God  and 
very  God,  the  Glory  of  this  Word,  or  Logos, 
and  the  Glory  of  the  only-begotten  are  repre- 
fented  as  one  ;  where  alfo  the  only-begotteh 
Son  is  reprefented  as  being  in  the  bofom  of 
the  Father  ;  an  expreffion  apparently  affigning 
to  him  an  equal  rank  and  dignity  with  the 
Word  itfelf,  who  was  with  God,  and  was 
God.  For  if  we  could  fuppofe  the  phrafe, 
"  who  is  in  the  bofom  of  the  Father,"  not  to 
imply  his  eternal  exiftence  with  God,  but 
fimply  an  intimacy  of  council,  yet  that  inti- 
macy of  council  with  the  Father  is  more  ob- 
vioufly  derivable  from  the  eflential  relation  of 
an  only-begotten  Son,  as  he  is  here  called, 
than  from  the  Incarnation  of  the  Logos,  or 
Word. 

The  language  of  our  Lord's  final  prayer 
before  his  fufferings,  in  the  1 7th  of  St.  John's 
Gofpel,  conveys  throughout  evidences  of  the 
Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son. 

The  words  here  are,  *'  Father,  glorify  thy  Son, 
**  glorify  thou  me  with  thine  own  felf,  with 
"  the  glory  which  I  had  with  thee  before  the 

*'  world 
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*'  world  was.'*  ''  Father,  I  will  that  they  ^\{o 
"  whom  thou  haft  given  me,  be  with  mc 
"  where  I  am,  that  they  may  behold  my  glory 
*'  which  thou  haft  given  (or  gaveft)  me  ;  for 
"  thou  lovedft  me  before  the  foundation  of 
"  the  world." 

Now  the  terms,  "  Father,"  repeatedly  here 
ufcd,  "  glorify  me  with  thine  ow^n  felf,"  "  for 
*'  thou  lovedft  me,  before  the  world  was,'* 
"  before  the  foundation  of  the  world,"compared 
with  the  terms  elfewhere  ufed,  ''  only  Son,  be- 
"  loved  Son,  only-begotten  Son,"  muft  lofe  all 
obvious  fignification  and  import,  fnigly  and  in 
conftrud:ion,  with  thofe,  who  do  not  colled; 
from  them  the  relation  of  Son  antecedent  to 
our  Lord's  incarnation ;  a  do6lrine  which 
need  not,  and  in  truth  cannot  be  avoided,  or 
concealed,  or  given  up,  left  Arians  make  an 
undue  advantage  of  it :  for  if  they  do  this> 
they  muft  do  it  in  negled:,  or  by  the  mani- 
feft  perverfion,  of  the  whole  tenor  of  Scrip* 
ture. 

Again,  in  the  firft  chapter  of  the  Epiftle  to 
the  Hebrews,  the  eternal  Sonfliip  of  our  Lord 
is  fo  obvioufly  implied  throughout,  and  fo 
clearly  aflerted  in  fome  places,  that  nothing 
but  too  eager  an  anxiety  to  reconcile  fup- 
pofed  difficulties,  and  a  defire  to  fimplify  the 
fubje6l  matter  of  Revelation,  in  order  to  ren- 
der 
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der  it  a  more  ready  obje<5l  of  belief,    the  im- 
propriety of  which  condu(5l  no  one  difclaims 
more  decidedly,   or  more  ably,  than  our  Au- 
thor, could  induce  any  one  fo  well  difpofed  to 
the  general   doctrines  of  Revelation   thus  to 
overlook   the   plain  and  obvious   fenfe  of  ib 
connected  an  argument.     The  Son  of  God  is 
there  faid  to  have  made  the  worlds,  and,  in 
reference  to  this  effential  relation  to  the  Fa- 
ther, to  be  "  the  brightnefs  of  God's  glory,  and 
"  the  image  of  his  fub{lance."He  is  there  called 
the  firft-born :  the  dignity  of  his  filial  rela- 
tion is  ftated  as  the  ground  of  his  preference 
to  Angels,  of  whom  it  is  faid,  "  Let  the  An- 
"  gels  of  God  worfiiip  him."    But  "  unto  the 
'^  Son,"  the  Holy  Spirit  is  cited  as  faying,^'  Thy 
*'  throne,  O  God,  endureth  for  ever."     Again, 
"  Thou,  Lord,  haft  laid  the  foundation  of  the 
"  earth  ;"  agreeably  to  what  our  Lord  himfelf 
hath   faid  in  his  final  addrefs  to  the  Father, 
w^here  he  fpcaks  of  the  Glory,  which  the  Fa- 
ther gave  him  '*  before  the  foundation  of  the 
*'  world." 

But  to  invalidate  the  force  of  one  term  in 
this  chapter,  it  is  fliid,  that  the  word  firft- 
born  *  fignifies  fometimes  eminence  and  dif- 
tindion,  not  fimply  priority  of  birth.     If  this 

G  be 


t  18  ] 

be  granted,  it  cannot  at  leafl  be  afTerted  in 
this  place,  nor  indeed  in  any,  where  the  me- 
taphor  is   not  explained   by  the  context    or 
the  fubje(fl:- matter.       Nay,     if  it    could  be 
proved    to   be   figurative  in  that  remarkable 
paiTagc  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Colollians,  "  firft- 
'"^  born  of  every  creature  *,"  it  could  only  then. 
6e  Gonflirued,  eminent  befo7'e  every  thing  cre- 
ated :  for   it  there  follows,  for  all  things  are 
created  by  him  and  for  him,    and  he  is  before 
all  things  ;  fo  that  this  eminence,  or  diftinc- 
tion,  muft  here   include  not  only  priority  of 
rank,  but  of  time,  or  birth  alfo.  And  when,  in 
the  fubfequent  verfes,  he  is  called  "  the  firfl- 
*^  born  from  the  dead  ;"   the  phrafe,  though 
figurative,  conveys  a  real  priority  of  time;  for  he 
was  truly  the  firft,  or  firft-born  of  thofe  who 
were  to  die  no  more.     The  two  latter,  there- 
fore,  of  the  three  places  quoted,  admit  of  a 
real  and  true  priority   of  time  ;  and  the  firft, 
that  in  the  firfi;  chapter  of  the  Epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,   is  that  wherein  it  is  faid,  "  When 
"  he  bringcth   in   the   firft-begotten  into  the 
"  worldf ,"  that  is,  when  he  who  before  had  the 
relation  of  firfl-begotten,  was  made  incarnate 
in  the  world. 

Once  more  :  If  St.  Paul,  in  this  Epiftle  to 
the    Coloffians,    fays,  all  things  were  created 

by 
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by  him,  the  firft-born,  St.  John  fays,  all 
things  were  made  by  him,  the  Word,  or 
Logos.  The  firft-born,  therefore,  and  the 
Word,  were  the  fame  one  exiftence  before 
the  foundation  of  the  world.  But  the  Word 
was  God,  and  with  God :  the  firft-born, 
therefore,  was  God,  and  with  God  :  the  firft- 
born  was  therefore  contemporary,  if  I  may  fo 
Ipeak,  with  the  Word  and  with  God. 

Again  :  The  Word  was  God  ;  the  firfl-born, 
or  Son,  therefore,  here  mentioned  by  St.  Paul, 
was  God  ;  and  therefore  "  in  the  beginning," 
or  from  all  eternity,  God,  and  Son  of  God. 

I  will  now  fubmit  to  your  confideration  a 
fhort  remark  upon  the  only  paflage  of  Scrip- 
ture, which,  fo  far  as  I  know,  could  give  any 
colour  of  pofitive  or  direct  fupport  to  our 
Author's  bypothefis. 

It  is  that  containing  the  Annunciation  to 
the  Virgin  Mary  by  the  Angel.  **  The  Holy 
*'  Ghoft  fliall  come  upon  thee,  and  the  power 
*^  of  the  Higheft  fhall  overfhadow  thee  ; 
"  therefore  alfo  that  Holy  thing  which  fhall 
"  be  born  of  thee,  fhall  be  called  the  Son  of 
'^  God." 

I   have,    I  truft,   already  fhewn,  that  our 

Lord  had  a  prior  claim  to  the  title  of  the  Son 

o£  God ;  a  claim  to  it  in  an  higher  and  more 

proper  fenfe  of  that  relation,  than  can  be  de- 
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duccd  from  the  incarnation  of  the  Word,  of 
Logos,  by  the  conception  of  the  Virgin 
Mary. 

Now  the  reafon  afligned  for  this  denomi- 
nation by  the  Angel  to  the  Virgin,  cannot  be 
fiippofcd  to  exclude  another,  more  effentially 
proper,  though  it  did  not  feem  good  to  Di- 
vine Wifdom  to  declare  it  on  this  occafion. 
It  is  fufficient  that  the  reafon  given  was  cal- 
culated to  fatisfy  the  inquiries  of  the  Virgin, 
and  delivered  in  terms  familiar  to  the  appre- 
henfion. 

St.  Luke,  in  the  very  genealogy  of  ChrifV, 
calls  Adam  likewife  the  Son  of  God,  in  a 
fenfe  obvious  enough,  yet  figurative.  In  a 
fenfe  very  fimilar,  does  the  Angel  here  fay 
of  Chrift,  that  he  fliall  be  called  the  Son  of 
God  ;  becaufe  he  was  to  derive  his  human 
nature  in  a  peculiar  manner  from  God,  and 
be  made  man  by  means  which  were  fuperna- 
tural. 

He  who  would  give  a  ftronger,  or  an 
higher  fenfe  to  the  denomination  here  ufed, 
jTiuft  allow  the  point  which  our  Author 
means  to  deny,  that  one  eiTentially  related  to 
God,  as  Son,  was  born  of  the  Virgin  ;  which 
is  the  true  do<5lrine,  though  not,  I  apprehend, 
deducible  from  this  place. 

There 
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There  is  likewife  a  paflage  in  the  *  firll: 
Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  the  fuppofed  dif- 
ficulty of  which  would,  it  is  apprehended,  be 
much  relieved  by  the  hypothefis  here  oppofed  ; 
a  pafTage  which  feems  to  have  had  its  influence 
m  confirming,  or  perhaps  in  forming,  the  opi- 
nion of  this  learned  Writer. 

It  is,  *'  then  fliail  the  Son  alfo  be  fubje<5l 
'•  unto  him  that  put  all  things  under  him, 
"  that  God  may  be  all  in  all  f  :"  fliall  be 
fubjedl,  or  fhall  fubjecft  himfelf,  that  is,  fliall 
furrender  his  Mediatorial  ofhce,  and  king- 
dom, with  all  its  power  ;  in  allufion  pro- 
bably to  the  very  words  ufedby  our  Lord,  of 
his  mediatorial  power.  **  The  Father  lovetli 
"  the  Son,  and  hath  given  all  things  into  his 
"  handr 

But  were  the  difficulty  of  this  pafTage 
greater  than  it  appears  to  be,  the  interpreta- 
tion propofed,  however  fatisfaftory  it  might 
feem  in  this  place,  would  be  ill  purchafed  by 
a  fcheme  which  would  involve  the  whole 
fubflance  of  the  New  Teftament  in  diffi- 
culties the  moffc  embarraffing ;  and  that, 
againfl  the  decided  judgment  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  from  the  earlicfl  ages  to  the  prefent 
time. 

*   XV.   1%-.  "^  ti'KvxotffQt.yav. 

For 
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For  the  Nicene  Creed,  how  little  foever 
may  be  the  degree  of  credit  which  the  learned 
Author  gives  to  Eufebius's  copy  of  it,  con- 
taining the  claufe  "  begotten  of  his  Father 
*'  before  all  worlds,"  will,  nptwithftanding, 
carry  upon  the  face  of  it  the  univerfal  con- 
fent  of  the  Churches  in  which  it  has  been 
thus  received.  And  the  claufe  itfelf,  whe- 
ther inferted  or  not  by  the  Council  of  Nice, 
as  it  is  evidently  borrowed  from  Creeds  more 
antient,  will  be  a  ftrong  ground  of  prefump- 
tion  that  it  contains  the  faith  of  the  more 
primitive  Churches. 

Nay  this  Creed,  as  it  is  alledged  to  have 
been  prefented  and  fan6:ioned  by  that  Coun- 
cil without  this  claufe,  will  indifputably  ftill 
convey  the  fame  do6lrine  ;  for  it  is  clearly 
the  Divine  nature  of  our  Lord,  before  his 
incarnation,  which  is  there  thus  defcribed. 
*^  And  in  one  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  the  Son  of 
*^  God,  born  of  the  Father,  only  begotten, 
^^  that  is,  of  tlie  fubftance  of  the  Father,  God 
*'  of  God,  light  of  light,  very  God  of  very 
*'  God,  begotten,  not  made,  confubftantial 
"  with  the  Father,  by  whom  all  things  were 
"  made  ;"  then  follows,  "  who  for  us  men 
"  and  for  our  falvation  defcended,  was  in- 
"  carnate,  and  made  man,'*  &c.  So  that 
from  this  Creed  alone,  without  the  claufe  in 

queftion. 
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qiieftion,  without  an  appeal  to  former  Creeds, 
or  to  the  teftimony  of  the  earher  Fathers,  wc 
may  fafely  prefume  that  the  dodrine  of 
Chrlft's  eternal  generation  was  an  article  in 
the  faith  of  the  earlieft  Churches. 

If  I  have  fatisfac^lorily  proved  that  it  Is 
clearly  and  neceflarily  the  do<5lrine  of  Scrip- 
ture, I  ihall  now  be  allowed  to  make  the  con- 
cluiiori,  that  as  the  relation  of  Son  in  the 
Godhead  implies  of  neceffity  derivation  an4 
fubordination,  that  derivation  and  fubordina- 
tion  muft  be  confiflent  with  what  the  Scrip- 
tures elfe where  affert  of  the  real  and  true 
Divinity  of  the  Son,  and  of  his  Unity  of  Na- 
ture with  the  Father. 

Nor  is  there  any  difficulty  in  admitting  the 
eternal  generation  of  the  Son,  which  does  not 
attach  as  clofely  to  the  idea  of  an  eternal  Word, 
or  Logos ;  for  no  poffible  idea  can  be  affixed  to 
the  ule;  of  the  term  Logos,  which  "  was  in  the 
*'  beginning,  and  which  was  with  God,  and 
**  which  was  God,"  which  does  not,  and  has 
not  refted  in  the  expreffions  Verbum,  or  Ratio, 
or  Sapientia,  the  Word,  or  the  Reafon,  or  the 
Wifdom  of  God.  But  the  idea  contained 
in  any  of  thefe  terms,  if  admitted,  according 
to  human  conception  implies  a  derived  exift- 
ence  or  relation.  And  herein  exactly  is  the 
force  of  the  myftery.     If  the  terms   Father, 

Son, 
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Son,  the  divine  Logos,  Word,  Wifdom,  and 
fuch  like,  when  applied  to  the  firft  and  fecond 
Perfons  in  the  Holy  Trinity,  convey  nothing 
analogous  to  the  ordinary  fenfe  of  thofe  words, 
they  convey.no  revelation  at  all;  if  carried 
to  the  full  extent  of  what  the  terms  fignify 
when  applied  to  human  nature,  they  will  con-j 
vey,  what  the  firft  principles  of  Reafon  and 
Revelation  tell  us  cannot  be  true  of  the  God- 
head, as  well  as  what  exprefsly  contradids 
thofe  other  paiTages  of  Scripture,  wherein  we 
learn,  that  the  Logos,  or  Word,  is  coexiftent 
and  confubftantial  with  God  ;  and  that  the 
Son  is  that  Logos,  and  therefore  coexiftent 
and  confubflantial  with  the  Father.  Confe- 
quently  the  analogy  pointed  out  by  thefe 
terms  can  apply,  and  on  the  authority  of 
Scripture  does  apply,  in  common  to  the  hu- 
man and  divine  nature  in  a  limited  degree, 
and  fo  far  only  as  will  admit  the  derived  rela- 
tion of  a  Son,  and  the  Word,  to  be  confident 
with  an  equality  and  co-exiilence  of  nature 
with  God  and  the  Father. 

To  carry  an  analogy,  declared  by  Revela- 
tion, beyond  the  clear  and  exprefs  terms  of 
Scripture,  is  prefiimptuous,  and  can  only, 
upon  a  fubjed:  above  our  comprehenfion,  lead 
to  error,  embarralTmcnt,  and  contradiction ; 
whilft   to  exclude,   or  limit   any  relations  m 
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the  Perfons  of  the  Godhead  expreffcd,  or  con^ 
veyed  to  us  in  the  clear  fignification  of  Scrip- 
ture language,  becaufe  we  do  not,  or  cannot 
fully  comprehend  them,  with  a  view  to  render 
them  eafier  to  our  conception,  is  to  contradl 
the  iubjed:-matter  of  Revelation,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  lefs  improper  ;  confequences  thefe, 
on  either  fide,  which  can  only  be  avoided  by 
a  ftrid:  regard  and  patient  adherence  to  what 
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THE 

ETERNAL   FILIATION 

OF    THE 

SON    OF    GOD 

ASSERTED 

ON    THE 

EVIDENCE  OF  THE  SACRED  SCRIPTURES, 

THE 

CONSENT  OF  THE  FATHERS  OF  THE 
THREE  FIRST  CENTURIES, 

AND    THE 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  NICENE  COUNCIL. 


BY  THE 

REV.  FRODSHAM  HODSON,  M.  A. 

FELLOW  OF  BRASEN-NOSE  COLLEGE,  OXFORD. 


"Eriv  «j:«  'O  AOrOS  'YIOS,  a'jt  APT!  ysyoywj,  v  ow/Aair^fjj 
'YIOI;,  aAX'  AEI  'YIOS. 

Athanas.  torn.  i.  p.  539.   Ed.  Par.  1698. 


OXFORD: 

SOLD    BY    FLETCHER    AND   HANWELL; 

BY  F.  AND  C.  RIVINGTON,  LONDON  J    W.  LUNN,    CAMBRIDGE  3 

AND  T.  CRANE,    LIVERPOOL. 

MDCCXCVI. 


T  O 
THE   RIGHT  REVEREND, 

A¥  I  L  L I  A  M 

LORD  BISHOP  OF  CHESTER, 

PRINCIPAL   OF   BRASEN-NOSE   COLLEGE. 
MY  LORD, 


SHOULD  not  have  prefumed  to 
infcribe  the  following  Tradt  to  your  Lord- 
{hip,  if  you  had  not,  by  requefting  the  pub- 
lication of  it,  conferred  upon  it  a  value, 
v^hich  can  alone  entitle  it  to  fo  diilinguifhed 
an  honour.  Should  it  in  the  remoteft  degree 
contribute  to  the  vindication  of  a  doctrine, 
maintained  by  the  Catholic  Church,  it  would 
afford  me  fuch  fatisfadlion,  as  I  dare  hardly 
anticipate.  If  it  fail  of  that  important  end, 
it  will  ilill  be  a  confolation  to  me  to  have 
executed  a  plan,  delineated  by  your  Lord- 
fhip,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  have  been  ho- 
noured by  your  approbation ;  and  even  under 
the  vexation  of  difappointed  hope,  I  flial). 
yet  rejoice  in  having  had  an  opportunity,  thus 
gratifying  to  my  feelings,  of  acknowledging 
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that  I  am  indebted  to  your  Lordfhip's  advice 
for  whatever  progrefs  I  have  been  able  to 
make  in  the  ftudy  of  Divinity ; — an  acknov7- 
ledgment,  in  which  I  am  perfuaded  I  ihall 
be  joined  by  all,  who  are  fortunate  enough 
to  be  placed  within  the  fphere  of  your  aca- 
demical authority. 

I  am,  my  Lord, 

With  fentiments  of  the  moll  profound  refpedt. 
Your  Lordfhip's  obliged 
and  humble  fervant. 


FRODSHAM  HODSON. 


Liverpool, 
Jan.  i6,  1796. 


PREFACE. 


X  HE  following  {heets  are  the  refult  of  an 
examination  into  the  queftion,  **  Whether 
"  the  Filiation  of  the  Son  of  God  was  ab 
"  ^terno  ?"  —  an  examination  which  the 
Author  was  dired:ed  to  undertake,  as  Proba- 
tionary Fellow  of  Brafen-Nofe  College.  For 
the  proofs  in  favour  of  the  negative  lide  of 
the  queftion,  the  Author  was  referred  to  the 
B&dvB-paTTo^  of  Mr.  Hawtrey  ;  and  whilft  he 
was  directed  to  examine  the  validity  of  the 
arguments  there  urged  by  an  appeal  to  the 
Scriptures,  the  Fathers,  and  theNicene  Coun- 
cil ;  he  at  the  fame  time  was  told,  with  a  li- 
berality of  mind  which  difdained  to  drop  any 
expreffion  that  could  fhackle  the  freedom  of 
inquiry,  to  compare,  to  deliberate,  and  to  de- 
termine. Nearly  in  the  fame  ftate  in  which 
the  refult  of  his  inquiries  was  originally  fub- 
mitted  to  The  Right  Reverend  the  Principal 
of  Bralen-Nofe,  it  is  nov/  fubmitted  to  the 
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public.  Some  few  alterations  however  have 
been  made ;  fome  ambitiofa  ornamenta,  which 
encumbered  the  introdudtion,  have  been  re- 
moved, in  fubmiflion  to  one,  whofe  judg- 
ment always  carries  with  it  authority  to  the 
Author's  mind  ;  and,  at  the  fuggeftion  of  the 
fame  able  critic,  one  or  two  corred:ions  have 
been  adopted,  which  the  Author  regrets  are 
not  more  in  number,  becaufe  they  are  con- 
fiderable  in  value. 

Should  the  Author's  fcriptural  view  of  the 
queftion  be  thought  too  confined,  he  is  ready 
to  allow,  that  it  might  have  been  expanded 
with  advantage.  But,  as  Mr.  Hawtrey's  ap- 
peal to  the  Nicene  Creed  had  in  fome  mea- 
fure  made  an  appeal  to  the  earlier  Fathers  ne- 
cefiary,  he  was  particularly  diredled  to  colledl 
their  opinions,  as  conftituting  a  fpecies  of 
evidence,  lefs  acceffible  to  the  generality  of 
readers. 

He  who  wiflies  for  more  proofs  from 
Scripture  may  find  them  in  a  Sermon  "  on 
**  the  Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son  of  God," 
by  the  Bifhop  of  Chefter,  who,  from  a  com- 
prehenfive  confideration  of  the  language  of 
the  New  Teftament,  has  fliewn  that  the  idea 
of  an  antecedent  Filiation  is  interwoven  with 
the  very  contexture  of  Revelation. 

"      As 
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As  the  GidvS-^caTTOf  of  Mr.  Hawtrey  is  per- 
petually quoted  in  the  courfe  of  the  follow- 
ing examination,  it  may  be  proper  to  apprize 
the  reader,  that  it  is  not  the  general  dodtrine 
of  that  valuable  work  which  is  here  com- 
bated ;  but  only  that  particular  one,  which 
relates  to  the  Filiation,  and  which  forms,  as 
it  were,  an  epifode  in  the  book.  For  the 
reft,  if  the  voice  of  an  unknown  individual 
could  be  heard  amidft  the  loud  applaufes  of 
the  learned,  it  ihould  be  raifed  with  the 
moft  cordial  fincerity  in  commendation  of 
one,  who  has  fo  ably  vindicated  the  Divinity 
of  our  Lord. 


Whether  the  Filiation  of  the  Son  of  God  was 
ab  JEterno  ? 


xN  O  reflediing  man  can  enter  into  the 
thorny  field  of  controverfy  without  feeHngs 
of  reluctance  and  regret.  But,  however  dif- 
heartening  may  be  the  profped:,  and  however 
arduous  the  tafk,  a  minifter  of  the  Gofpel  is 
actuated  by  principles  paramount  to  perfonal 
feeling.  Even  if  that  fatisfadlion,  with  which 
the  mind  glows  on  the  difcovery  of  truth  in 
any  department  of  fcience,  were  not  confi- 
dered  by  him  as  at  once  an  encouragement 
and  a  reward  to  his  moft  adive  exertions ; 
yet  when  the  objed;  of  refearch  is  an  article 
of  Religion,  to  the  allurements  of  pleafure  are 
fuperadded  the  ties  of  duty :  and,  as  the 
fenfe  of  fo  facred  an  obligation  will  operate 
as  an  incentive  to  the  undertaking,  fo,  what- 
ever difficulties  may  occur.  He  will  be  ani- 
mated   to   perfevere  by   the    hopes    of  that 
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tranquillity  of  mind,  which  is   the  conflant 
companion  of  convidlion. 

M£|M.vilTai*    Tap^ew?  Si  -arxoirpa-Trs  Suipoc  QioTo, 

Much  extraneous  matter  may  be  exclud- 
ed, and  the  labour  of  inveftigation  greatly 
abridged,  by  reducing  the  real  obje6l  of  our 
refearch  to  a  precife  and  definite  point.  With 
the  complicated  controverfy  then  relating  to  a 
Trinity  in  Unity,  with  which  the  Chriftian 
world  has  been  fo  long  and  fo  dreadfully  con- 
\aiKed,  however  intimately  our  queftion  may 
fcem  to  be  connected  with  it,  we  have  no  im- 
mediate concern.  For  the  very  fubjecl  of  our 
inquiry  manifeftly  prefuppofes  the  acknow- 
ledged exiftence  of  fuch  Trinity,  or  at  leaft 
of  a  fecond  Perfon  in  the  Godhead  :  as  it 
would  be  prepofterous  to  inveftigate  the  rela- 
tive nature  of  one,  whofc  very  Being  at  all  was 
matter  of  doubtful  fpeculatlon.  It  is  there- 
fore with  the  avowed  Trinitarian  that  we  are 
at  iflue;  with  him,  who  allowing  the  fecond 
Perfon  in  the  Trinity  to  have  exifted  from  all 
eternity  in  the  capacity  of  the  word  of  God, 
maintains  that "  He  then  only  began  to  be  his 

*  Heliod.  Theog.  V.  I02. 

^    &id.t$fi)Troi  TZi  x.ecttr,c  A»aSrxr)?,    Of,    All  Appeal  to  the  NeW 

Teftament  in  proof  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  By 
Charles  Hawtrey,  M.  A.  and  Vicar  of  Hampton,  Uxfordftiire, 
Loudon,  17^4,  p.  3i^— 43. 
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Son,  when  he  became  incarnate  ;  that  the 
Fihation  in  fhort  confilted,  and  confifted 
only,  in  the  Incarnation. 

Thus,  it  has  lately  been  aflerted  "^  "  that 
'*  the  Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son  of  God  is 
''  not  to  be  fupported  by  any  thing  in  the 
*'  New  Teftament."  It  may  with  more  truth 
be  replied  that  the  dodlrine,  which  teaches 
that  the  Filiation  commenced  at  the  Incarna- 
tion, can  not  boaft  of  any  fcriptural  proof, 
but  w^hat  arifes  from  a  conjectural  Interpre- 
tation, which  may  perhaps  be  iliewn  to  be 
untbunded ;  and  from  an  attempt  to  eftablifh 
a  diftinClion,  which  was  probably  never  in- 
tended. Still,  whatever  be  our  fuccefs  in 
combating  this  new  hypothefis,  if  the  Eter- 
nal Filiation  cannot  be  proved  by  the  holy 
Scriptures,  he,  who  fubfcribes  to  the  Articles 
of  Religion,  mufl,  in  conformity  with  the 
fixth  of  them,  abandon  it  as  a  necelTary  ar- 
ticle of  Faith.  And  yet  after  having  been 
habituated  to  the  Liturgy  of  our  National 
Church,  he  will  certainly  feel  fome  ftrong 
prepoffeffions  in  its  favour,  and  fome  com- 
punc^lion  at  parting  with  it.  Accuftomed  in 
the  Te  Deum,  which  he  believes  to  have 
been  compofed  at  lead  as  early  ^  as  in  the 

.  -  Id.  p.  43.  185.  1S7. 

^  Bingham's  Origines  Ecclefiaftlcjs,  1.  xlv.  c.  3.  p.  400.  vol.6, 
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beginning   of  the   fixth    century,  to   addrefs 
Chrift  as  *'  the  everlafting  Son  of  the  ever- 
**  lafting  Father ;"   in  the  Litany  to   fuppU- 
cate  God,   the  Father,  and  God,    the  Son ; 
•in    the   Confeffion    of   our  Chriftian   Faith, 
commonly  called,  the  Creed  of  St.  Athana- 
fius,  to  profefs  a  belief  that  the  Son  is  un- 
create  and  eternal ;  and  in  the  Nicene  Creed 
to  acknowledge   the   Son,  as   **  begotten  by 
"  his  Father  before  all  ages,"  and  the  Holy 
Ghoft  as  "  proceeding  from  the  Father  and 
**  the  Son;"-— accuftomed  to  thefe  profeffions 
of  faith,  and  familiarized  to  the  lefl'er  Doxo- 
logy,  all  fanAioned  by  the  authority  of  the 
Church,  he  mull  be  excufed  if  he  ftill  fuf- 
peCls  that  the  Doctrine  maintained  in  them 
rells    on  a  broader  and  a  firmer   foundation 
than  the  precarious  bafis  of  human  Invention. 
Recolle(5tinii  too  that  there  is  ^  another  of  our 
Articles    of  Religion,    which   holds   that   our 
"  three  Creeds  may  be  proved  by  moft  cer- 
**  tain  warrants  of  holy  Scripture  ;"  he  wull 
doubtlefs  paufe  awhile,  before  he  withdraws 
his  belief  from  a  Dodrine,  thus  declared,  by 
the  pious  compilers  of  our  Liturgy  and  Arti- 
cles, to    be    the    do(^lrine  of  Infpiration.     In 
the  commencement  therefore  of  the  invcili- 

'  The  8th. 
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gation,  he  cannot  perhaps  wholly  diveft  him- 
felf  of  prejudice ;  but  yet  he  will  not  think 
that  the  **  quicquid  in  religione  vetus  reti- 
"  nendum  eft,"  is  to  be  fo  pertinaciouily  ad- 
hered to,  as  to  preclude  the  extirpation  of 
Herefy,  however  venerable  for  its  Antiquity, 
and  however  endeared  to  us  by  early  Preju- 
dice. 

To  produce,  even  under  the  aufpices  of 
ancient  Commentators,  proofs  which  are  lia- 
ble to  general  objed:ions,  might  be  thought 
to  argue  a  diftruft  in  the  fufficiency  of  our 
Evidence  without  them.  I  lliall  therefore 
pafs  over  the  affiftance  to  be  derived  from 
the  Old  Teftament;  as  the  ftrongeft  paiTages, 
thofe  I  mean  which  occur  in  the  Pfalms, 
may,  as  well  as  thofe  which  occur  in  the 
Prophets,  be  thought  defcriptive  of  what  the 
MefTiah  was  to  be  at  his  advent,  rather  than 
declaratory  of  what  he  was  before. 

Betwixt,  however,  a  general  indifpofition  to 
admit  evidence  of  a  certain  ftamp,  and  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  with  regard  to  the  mean- 
ing of  a  particular  word,  a  diftindion  muft 
be  allowed;  fo  that  though  we  decline  intro- 
ducing the  one,  we  fhall  not  be  inconfiilent, 
if  we  combat  the  other. 

Thus,  we  would  appeal  to  the  words,  *^7rp&- 

f  Coloff.  i.  15. 
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rcToico^  TtTcca-vi?  ZTioscog,  by  which  St.  Paul  de- 
fcribes  the  Son  of  God,  as  hkely  to  decide 
the  queftion,  though  Commentators  have 
doubted,  whether  they  imply  priority  or  pre- 
eminence of  birth.  For  reafons  which  we 
will  affign,  their  translation  feems  to  be  the 
beft,  who  render  the  words,  "  born  before 
"  every  creature;"  thus  decompounding tt^^c;- 
%TOKog,  and  in  the  conftrucflion  transferring  tt/jo 
to  "sraG-yig  y^rlasui;.  Nor  is  this  a  fingular  in- 
ftance  of  a  facred  Writer,  giving  the  force  of 
the  comparative  degree  to  w^urog.  ^  Schmi- 
dius  adduces  feveral  examples  from  profane 
authors  as  well  as  from  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  of  ny^uTog,  and  words  compounded  of 
Ts-^uTog,  having  this  comparative  fignification. 
Other,  and  very  appofite  inftances  may  be 
found  in  ^  Mr.  Stephens's  fermon,  on  "  The 
"  Divine  Perfons  one  God  by  an  unity  of 
'^  nature  :"  or,  '*  that  our  Saviour  is  one 
"  God  with  his  Father,  by  an  Eternal  Gene- 
*•'  ration  from  his  fubftance."  Mr.  Hawtrey 
of  courfe,  in  order  to  be  confiftent,  and  pre- 
ferve  his  hypothecs  from  immediate  refuta- 
tion, reje<5ts  this  interpretation,  but  is  rather 
fparing  of  argument  to  corroborate  his  own. 
When  a  new  tranllation  is  to  fuperfede  a  re- 

8  Schmidius  in  Luc.  c.  ii.  ver.  2, 

*^  Preached  before  the  Univeriity  of  Oxford,  1722, 
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ceived  one  in  order  to  determine  a  do(5tnnal 
controverfy,  it  ought  to  come  recommended 
to  us  by  the  fupport  of  bibhcal  criticifm  : 
but  no  argument,  either  founded  on  its  pe- 
cuUar  agreement  with  the  context,  or  the  fi- 
milar  ufe  of  it  in  other  paflages  is  brought 
forward  ;  unlefs  indeed  we  ought  to  except 
the  '  afking  of  a  queftion,  which  the  ancient 
Commentators  will  fufficiently  anfwer ;  and 
the  quotation  of  a  "^  verfe  in  which  -Tro^roTOH.og 
occurs,  where  however  the  Author  himfelf 
confeffes  that  it  is  ufed  in  the  {gi\{q  of  firft- 
born.  Perhaps  the  confirmation  to  be  derived 
from  bibhcal  criticifm  was  withheld,  becaufe 
it  might  be  found  detailed  in  thole  Annota- 
tors,  with  whom  Mr.  Hawtrey  coincides.  It 
is  true;  his  interpretation  of  preeminent  is 
defended  both  by  orthodox  and  heterodox, 
by  thofe  who  affirm  and  thofe  who  deny  the 
Eternity  of  the  Son  ;  ^  by  Grotius  and  Ham- 
mond, by  Wetftein  and  Locke.  But  might 
not  the  two  firfl  incline  to  it  from  an  appre- 
henfion,  that  if  they  rendered  it  ''  firft-born 
"  of  every  creature,"  it  might  be  perverted 

*  "  If  'vrpmoTOKcv  fignifies  priority  in  point  of  time  or  exift- 
"  ence,  will  it  not  be  to  blend  Jefus  Chrift  with  the  niafii  of 
"  the  creation,  to  make  him  thereby  the  firfl  created  of  the 
"  works  of  God  ?"  p.  185. 

^  Coloir.  i.  17. 

'  The  three  firft  in  their  notes  on  Coloff.  i.  i^.  and  the  lafl: 
traiiflates  wfinotowV}  chief,  Rom.  viii.  29. 
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into  a  confeffion  of  the  Son*s  being  a  crea- 
ture ?  and  might  not  the  latter  adopt  it,  be- 
caufe  to  have  tranflated  it  firft-born  would 
have  been  an  unequivocal  acknowledgment 
of  the  Son's  Eternity  ?  To  the  authority  of 
the  names,  however,  juft  recited,  we  can 
oppofe  others  equally  great  and  authori- 
tative ;  Cafaubon  and  Bengelius,  Beza  and 
Erafmus.  Of  thofe  other  critics  who  agree 
in  the  interpretation,  "  genitus  ante  omnem 
"  creaturam,"  Schmidius  ought  not  to  be 
omitted,  as  being  every  way  qualified,  from 
his  accurate  knowledge  of  the  other  pafTages, 
in  which  the  word  is  ufed,  to  decide  upon  its 
meaning ;  nor  ^  Luther,  as  giving  us  the 
fentiments  of  one  who  w^ith  fuch  extraordi- 
nary ability  promoted  the  Reformation.  The 
Vulgate  too,  and  the  Latin  tranflations  of  the 
Ethiopic  and  Arabic  verfions  render  'rr^cororo- 
'^og,  primogenitus ;  as  again  the  Syriac  ufes 
the  fynonymous  word,  primigenius,  which 
Gefner  explains  by  primitivus.  °  Tertullian 
too  explains  primogenitus,  *'  ante  omnia  geni- 
"  tus  ;"  whilft  of  the  more  ancient  Commen- 
tators, it  ought  to  be  obferved  that  °  Theo- 


*"  "  Der  erftgeborne  von  alien  creaturen."     Luther. 
"  Tertullian  adverfus  Prax.  p.  ^©3.  Ed.  Par, 
"  Theodoret's  comment  on  the  paffage  is,  i?  orpo  muarn  ktI' 
ciui  ■yivn.bi'n;.   Tom,  iii,  p.  346.  Ed.  Sirmond. 
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doret  and  ^  Theophyla<5l  fupport  our  tranfla- 
tion. — I  forbear  to  quote  others,  as  the  con- 
fenfus  veterum  may  be  feen  by  confulting 
Suicer  on  the  word. 

I  cannot  but  be  aware,  that  the  difference 
of  opinion  with  regard  to  7r^coTOTox,og,  which, 
it  may  be  faid,  prevails  amongft  men,  aUke 
diftinguiihed  for  their  critical  attainments, 
will,  in  the  prefent  ftage  of  our  Inquiry, 
hardly  juflify  me  in  arguing  from  it.  Added 
to  this,  the  coincidence  on  this  point,  which 
we  have  acknowledged,  between  men  of  di- 
re(3;ly  oppofite  habits  of  thinking  on  other 
the  moft  effential  topics,  may  poffibly  create 
a  prepofTeflion  in  favour  of  the  fenfe  we 
wilh  to  exclude.  But  a  little  reflection  will 
greatly  weaken  the  force  of  the  objection 
built  upon  that  difference  in  one  cafe,  and 
that  coincidence  of  fentiment  in  the  other. 

The  Advocates  of  the  Socinian  fcheme,  it 
muft  be  remembered,  are  not  competent 
Judges.  They  come  to  the  examination  with 
a  ftrong  and  ftubborn  prejudice  ingrafted  on 
their  minds,  from  which  we  may  a  priori  in- 
fer their  decifion.  For  if  they  were  to  allow 
the  tranflation,  *'  born  before  every  creature,'* 


P  Theopbyla£l'3  words  are,  ^uXiTOf  ^u^a^,  ot»  ippo  wizcr*??  xt»- 
cTEi,'?  U'lv  0  Yioi-  -jroK;  ojv ;  <?.«  yenr^o-sv?.  p.  635.  In  Pauli  £pift. 
comment.  Ed.  Lindfel,  Epifc.  Heref. 
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the  conceffion  would  be  a  plain  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  palpable  falfehood  of  their  creed. 
Nor  let  the  charge  of  prejudice,  with  the 
view  of  impeaching  our  interpretation,  be  re- 
torted againft  us  ;  for,  as  we  have  other  and 
ftronger  proofs  to  refort  to  in  order  to  fub- 
ftantiate  our  faith,  our  decifion,  as  indeed  is 
proved  by  the  examples  of  Grotius  and  Ham- 
mond, is  not  of  neceffity  luch  as  may  be  an- 
ticipated from  our  preconceived  notions  of 
Chrift.  On  the  contrary,  it  may  fairly  be 
prefumed,  what  his  judgment  will  be,  who 
by  the  admiffion  of  a  particular  fignification 
would  falfify  his  religious  tenets  and  at  once 
plead  guilty  to  the  charge  of  hercfy. 

Again ;  the  Athanafians,  w^io  interpret  it 
of  Dignity  or  Regeneration,  were  probably 
deterred  from  perfifting  in  the  tranflation, 
*'  firft-born  o{  every  creature,"  by  the  unfair 
advantage  which  the  deniers  of  our  Lord's 
Divinity  would  have  taken  of  fuch  tranfla- 
tion. Confcious  that  the  do6trine,  which 
they  themfelves  maintained,  wanted  not  the 
affiflance  of  this  tranflation,  they  did  not 
think  the  fupport  to  be  derived  from  it. 
equivalent  to  the  hazard  of  affording  Soci- 
nianifm  any  hold  to  fallen  on. 

But,  poffibly,  greater  deference  may  be 
paid  to  thofe,  who  in  the  chara6ler  of  Philo- 
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loglllis  merely  give  us  the  meaning  of  the 
word ;  as  their  judgments  m.ay  be  fuppofed 
to  be  unclouded  by  the  mift  of  theological 
prejudice.  Here  then,  we  find  Suidas  and 
Hefychius  agree  in  defining  it,  o  'sr^utrog  r£%- 
^uq ;  a  definition,  which,  it  is  not  necefiary 
to  add,  the  etymon  of  the  word  confirms. 

Let  us  in  the  laft  place  inquire,  what  fig- 
nification  the  word  has  in  the  general  ufage 
of  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament ;  the 
fafeft  mode  perhaps  of  developing  obfcure,  or 
defining  doubtful  expreflions.  "^  Peirce,  in  his 
elaborate  Commentary  on  the  Epillile  to  the 
Colofi[ians,  fays,  that  "  the  word  TirpcoTOToxog  is 
'*  never  ufed,  in  the  New  Tefi:ament,  in  any 
**  other  fenfe  than  firft-born."  Without  top- 
ping to  analyze  every  pafi^age  in  which  it  oc- 
curs, it  may  be  fufficient  to  obferve  that  the 
facred  writers  are  often  guilty  of  the  groffell 
tautology,  if  it  is  to  be  tranflated,  preemi- 
nent ;  and  to  advert  to  one  infiance,  which, 
if  it  fliould  be  deemed  an  exception  to  Mr. 
Peirce's  remark,  muft  I  think  be  allowed  to 
be  the  only  one ;  and  to  another,  where  by 
confulting  the  word  in  the  Old  Teftament  to 
which  it  refers,  and  for  which  indeed  it  is 
fubftituted,  we  may  determine  the  fenfe  with 

5  Paraphrafe  and  Notes  on  the  Epifl.  of  St.  Paul,  p.  ja. 
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accuracy.  '  In  one  paflage  in  the  Eplflle  to 
the  Hebrews,  we  find  tb-outotoxuv  ;  and  the 
translation,  which  feems  beft  to  fuit  the  exi- 
gency of  the  place,  is  not  the  firft-born,  but 
they  who  were  to  enjoy  the  privilege  of  the 
firft-born ;  i.  e.  who  were  to  inherit  the 
birth-right  of  everlafting  life,  covenanted  to 
them  by  the  Gofpel.  *  In  another  paflage  of 
this  fame  Epiftle,  we  find  'srpuroToza.  ufed,  as 
a  correfpondent  term  for  *11Dn,  as  it  occurs 
in  the  Book  of  '  Exodus.  Now  ^Ol  fignifies 
"  firft-born"  as  often  as  it  is  found  in  the 
Pentateuch,  and  indeed  every  where  elfe  in 
the  Old  Teftament,  except  in  the  inftances 
which  are  mentioned  by  Taylor.  That  it 
here  does  not  come  under  his  firft  exception 
is  more  than  probable,  as  ^rbli  may  be  un- 
derftood  of  the  great  ones,  and  is  indeed  ren- 
dered Princes  in  the  margin  of  our  Englifli 
Bible  ;  and  that  it  cannot  come  under  the 
latter  is  clear,  as  they  could  not  be  faid  to  be 
highly  favoured  by  God,  who  were  deftroyed 
by  him.  So  that  here,  as  indeed  through- 
out the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament,  the 
word  muft  be  underftood  of  firft-born  :  whilft, 
on  the  other  hand,  no  inftance  can  be  ad- 
duced of  its  fignifying  preeminent ;  for  even, 

'  c.  xii.  V.  23,  *  c,  xi,  V.  28. 

*  Exod.  c.  xii,  V.  12. 

if 
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if  in  chap.  xli.  v.  23.  of  the   Epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews    already    noticed,     there    fhall    be 
thought  to  be  a  deviation  from  its   primary 
and  general  fignlfication,  it  muft  at  the  fame 
time   be   acknowledged   that   it   conveys   no 
idea  of  preeminence.     He   then,  who   fairly 
balances  the  weight  of  evidence  in  favour  of 
the  two  Interpretations  ;  who  places  in  one 
fcalc   the   authority  of  the  ancient  Verfions, 
Commentators  and  Lexicographers,  together 
with  the  prefumptive  proof  arifing  from  the 
uniform  fenfe  in  which  the  word  is  ufed  in 
the  other  paflages  of  the  New  Teftament ; 
and  in  the  other,  the  fufpicious  authority  of 
thofe  Annotators,  who  fupport  the  other  tranf- 
lation,  with  a  due  allowance  for  the  force  of 
their  teftimony  being  abated  by  the  circum- 
ilances    to    which   we   adverted   above ;    he, 
who  thus  weighs  the  comparative  evidence, 
cannot,  I  think,  but  confefs  that  the  proofs 
of  the  former  preponderate. 

So  much  for  the  external  evidence  ;  and 
with  regard  to  the  internal,  that  this  inter- 
pretation is  well  adapted  to  the  context,  will 
be  plain  from  obferxing  the  other  terms 
which  the  Apoftle  ufes,  and  the  probable 
fcope   of  his   rcafoning".    ''  Giving  thanks," 

'^  Coloff,  c.  i.  ver.  12 — 16. 
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iays  he,  "  to  the  Father  —  who  hath  tranr- 
"  lated  us  into  the  kingdom  of  his  dear  Son 
"  — who  is  the  Image  of  the  invifible  God, 
**  born  before  every  creature."  And  how  is 
this  proved  ?  "  Becaufe,''  fays  St.  Paul,  "  all 
**  things  were  created  by  Inf^i ;"  whence  it 
necellarily  follows  that  he  mull,  in  our  fenfe 
of  the  w^ords,  have  been  TTf^ojToroKog  Tracryig  kJl- 
(Ticog.  With  Origen  we  may  aiTc,  i3-ug  in  e^« 
ccvrov  Sivoii  •woo  ocuruv,  kmi  ev  o(>9Xh   "^^^  VTTocp^^eug 

OCVTCOV  KTig-TlV   OVTOC  \ 

Should  this  attempt  to  afcertain  the  real 
jneaning  of  St.  Paul  be  thought  to  have  en- 
groffed  too  much  attention,  it  furely  will  not 
be  deemed  in  tenui  labor,  when  it  is  re- 
membered that  the  admiffion  of  the  truth  of 
our  Interpretation  involves  in  it  the  down- 
fall of  Mr.  Hawtrey's  hypothecs.  And  yet, 
after  all,  to  have  endeavoured  with  fuch  mi- 
nutenefs  to  eftablilli  the  propriety  of  trani- 
lating  *'  born  before  every  creature,"  may  be 
thought  an  unnecellary  though  not  an  ufelefs 
employment ;  for  in  whatever  fenfe  thefc 
words  be  underftood,  the  palTage  ftill  fur- 
nilhes  us  with  an  irrefragable  proof  of  the 
So?is  exillence  before  the  creation  of  the 
world.  For  to  what  antecedent  does  the  pro- 
noun aJrw,  in  the  i6th  verfe,  refer?  Clearly 
to  Ui^  in  the  13th;  and  a?  the  Apollle's  afier- 

tion 
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tion  is  that  "  all  things  were  created  by  the 
*'  Son,''  it  can  require  no  reafoning  to  fhewr 
that  the  Son  muft  have  exifted  before.  To 
whichever  tranllation  therefore  of  wourorojcog 
•sroccrrig  xTttTicog  the  preference  be  given,  this 
magnificent  parage  ftill  fupplies  a  direct  and 
fubilantial  proof  of  the  So?is  previous  exift- 
ence. 

A  fimilar  argument  might  be  drawn  from 
the  ""  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  where  the  Son 
is  again  reprefented  as  the  author  of  the 
creation.  But  we  fhall  not  be  content  with 
merely  deducing  from  the  creative  power 
afcribed  to  the  Son,  the  neceffity  of  his  prior 
exiflence  ;  as  the  comparifon  of  this  paiTage 
and  the  one  quoted  from  the  Epiftle  to  the 
Coioffians  with  ^  St.  John's  Gofpel  will  go 
at  once  to  the  total  fubveriion  of  the  imagi- 
nary diftindion  between  the  Word  and  the 
Son.  St.  John  fays,  "  all  things  were  made 
"  by  the  Word\'  St.  Paul  as  before  cited, 
and  the  author  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews fay,  "■  by  the  Son,  God  made  the 
"  worlds."  Either,  then,  one  of  them  is 
wrong,— a  fuppofition  not  compatible  with 
the  plenary  infpiration  attributed  to  the  facred 
writers ;  or,  if  they,  are  both  right,  the  Word 

"  c.  i,  V.  2.  y  c.  i.  V.  3. 

and 
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and  the  Son  mean  one  and  the  fame  preexiit- 
ing  power.  If  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews 
be  adjudged  to  St.  Paul,  we  find  the  fame 
impUed  aflertion  of  the  Son's  prior  exiftence 
repeated  by  one,  -who,  from  the  different 
vifions  which  were  vouchfafed  to  him,  was 
likelY;i  as  far  as  it  was  poffible,  to  have  pene- 
trated into  the  mofl  myflerious  nature  of  the 
Godhead :  if  it  be  not,  our  argument  is 
equally  conclufive  ;  as  wx  lliall  then  have 
the  doctrine  of  one  infpired  writer  confirmed 
by  the  teflimony  of  another.  So  that  at  all 
events,  we  are  reduced  to  the  dilemma  either 
of  branding  the  Evangelift  or  the  Apoftle 
with  the  guilt  of  falfehood,  or  of  acknow- 
ledging the  eternal  identity  of  the  Word  and 
the  Son.  As  they  who  believe  that  both  the 
Gofpel  and  the  Epiflle  were  compofed  under 
the  fuperintending  influence  of  the  Holy 
Ghofl  cannot  admit  the  very  poflibility  of 
the  former,  they  will  of  courfe  acquiefce  in 
the  latter  alternative. 

But  further ;  he,  who  is  at  all  converfant 
with  the  writin«;s  of  the  Fathers  cannot  but 
have  obferved  the  indifcriminate  ufe  which 
they  make  of  the  terms  Acyog  and  Tlog ;  af- 
cribing  indifferently  to  the  Pcrfon,  charac- 
terized by  each  of  thofe  titles,  the  work  of 
creation.    That  they  thought  themfelves  juf- 

tified 
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tified  in  this  promifcuous  ufe  of  the  words 
is  clear,  becaufe  they  maintained  the  perfonal 
Identity  of  the  Word  and  the  Son.  For  the 
prefent,  one  or  two  inftances  of  this  mode  of 
writing  may  be  fufficient;  as  I  fliall  have  oc- 
cafion  to  be  more  copious  in  fuch  examples, 
both  when  animadverting  on  the  very  paflage 
on  which  Mr.  Hawtrey's  diftinc^ion  refts, 
and  when  adducing  the  opinion  of  the  pri- 
mitive Chriftians. 

The  following  extract  from  Juftin  MartyY 
will  fhew  that  He  at  leaft  thought  the  Word 
and  the  Son  fynonymous  "".  "  But  I  will  give 
"  you  another  proof  alfo,"  fays  he,  '^  from 
**  the  Scriptures,  that  God  in  the  beginning 
"  before  all  creatures  generated  from  himfelf 
*'  a  certain  rational  power,  which  is  called 
"  by  the  Holy  Ghoft  the  Lord's  Glory,  and 
"  fometimes  Son  —  and  fometimes  Wordy 
Tatian  *  calls  the  Word,  "  the  firji-begotten 
"  work  of  the  Father  ;"  and  Irenaeus  ^  grounds 
his  refutation  of  the  Valentinian  Herefy  on' 


*  MafTt'pov  ^E  xai  aXXo  v^/iv  una  tSv  yf»(pu!v  S:jau,  ot»  «p%'Ji'  Tpo 
TtuvTuv  Toiv  y.r\crfji.a.ruv  o  &ioi  FEFENNHKE  ^ly(x.yi.\y  tivoc  i^  Iccvla  Xa- 
y\y.r]v,  ijTj;  y.oci  Siia,  Kvp'm  Ltto  t3  rmeviAccToi;  t2  ayis  xa?vEiTa»,  CtfCTf 
^\  'YI02,— xai  AOroS.     Dial,  cum  Tiyph.  Jud, 

"  'O  o't  hoyoi  'i^yo)i  nPnTOTOKON  (t«  'ayil^jt.itToq,  var.  le<^,) 
T»  roa^Tpoj.  p.  21.   Ed.  Worth. 

^  'ENOr  )^  TOY  ATfTOT  hixWiAiiit  AOrOY — >^  'YIOT  0£a,  J^ 
TOYTOY  AYTOY  creifyMBmo?  i^7r£§  "V^"'  '^«?^'-^«f  ^  t^^  'Oy^o'aJo;  <ry.ii- 
ccwjjvCT.    Iren.  1.  i.  c.  20,  p.  42.   Ed,  Grabe. 

C  the 
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the  demonftrated  Identity  of  the  Word  and 
the  Son. 

But  Mr.  Hawtrey  perhaps,  anxious  to 
evade  the  preflure  of  evidence  thus  hoftile  to 
his  fyilem,  and  to  refcue  from  a  fate  fo  un- 
timely a  Do<5lrlne  which  is  expelled  to  re- 
move all  the  difficulties  \^'hich  impede  a  ge- 
neral confeffion  of  Chrift's  Divinity,  may  fug- 
geft  fome  fubtcrfuge.  He  may  fay  perhaps, 
that  the  Apoftles  and  Fathers  ufed  the  terms 
thus  promifcuoufly,  becaufe  He,  w^ho  was 
originally  Xoyog,  afterwards  became  vlogy  and 
continued  to  be  fo,  at  the  time  they  wrote. 
But  furely  to  defcribe  him  as  adling  in  the 
character  of  ulog  at  a  period,  before  he  had'  af- 
fumed  that  Character  is  an  inaccuracy,  w^hich 
they,  who  fcruplc  not  to  impute  it  to  the 
Fathers,  would  flirink  from  the  imputation 
of  themfelves.  Would  an  Hiftorian  of  the 
reign  of  Charles  the  Firft,  in  defcribing  the 
battle  of  Nafcby,  fay  that  the  King's  troops 
were  defeated  by  tlie  Frotecior'' s  F  Or  if  he 
did,  would  he  not  be  cenfured  for  an  iVna- 
chronifm  in  language  ?  And  if  human  wif- 
dom  confiders  flich  an  anticipation  of  a  fu- 
ture title  an  errour  amounting  to  falfehood, 
we  may  furely  give  the  Apollle  and  the  Fa- 
thers credit  for  equal  Sagacity.  But  be  this 
as  it  may,  the  learned  author  of  Qsuv^puTrog 

mufl 
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mull:  be  cautious  how  he  fandions  a  lati- 
tude of  interpretation,  which  may  be  turned 
againft  himfelf,  or  urges  a  plea,  which,  if  ad- 
mitted, will  confiderably  weaken,  if  not 
wholly  deftroy,  the  force  of  that  appropriate 
application  of  the  terms  Xcyog  and  mog,  which 
he  conceives  St.  John  to  make,  in  the  open- 
ing of  his  Gofpel.  For  if,  as  he  fuppofes,  the 
Evangeli/l  intended  by  a  dilHndiion  of  title 
to  mark  a  diftin6lion  of  charadler,  the  Quef- 
tion  naturally  occurs,  how  happens  it,  that 
his  followers,  nay  his  contemporaries  fliould 
pay  fuch  little  refped:  to  the  momentous  pre- 
cifion  of  the  beloved  difciple  of  their  Lord, 
as  to  apply  to  him,  I  had  almoft  faid  with 
undiftinguifhing  blindnefs,  (and  the  language 
would  not  be  too  ftrong  on  Mr.  Hawtrey's 
hypothefis)  a  title  before  his  Incarnation, 
which  he  had  not  till  after  it  ?  Are  we  to 
fay  that  St.  John's  penetrating  mind  pierced 
into  the  hidden  myfteries  of  God,  and  deve- 
loped that  do6lrine,  which  Mr.  Hawtrey 
imagines  he  inculcates;  but  that  the  do(5lrine 
of  St.  Paul  and  the  Fathers  is  the  blundering 
invention  of  half  informed  Novitiates  ?  Or 
are  we  to  believe  that  they  all  meant  to 
teach  the  fame  dodlrine,  but  that  the  words 
of  St.  John  are  the  elaborate  language  of 
precilion    and    defign,    whilll    thofe    of  the 

C  z  others 
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others  are  the  vague  and  carelefs  terms  of  in- 
difference or  chance  ?  No  !  The  fair  and  ob- 
vious inference  is,  that  the  Apoftle  and  the 
Fathers  confidered  the  two  terms  as  expref^ 
five  of  xhtfame  Relation  to  God;  they  thought, 
that,  as  the  Koyog  is  an  emanation  or  progeny 
of  the  heavenly  Mind,  it  might  be  ufed  as 
metaphorically  fignificant  of  the  fame  relative 
connexion  of  the  Second  Perfon  with  the 
Firll  which  is  conveyed  by  vlog ;  an  expreffion, 
w  hich  gives  us  an  idea  of  conne6led  exiftence 
not  eq\ially  remote  from  vulgar  apprehenlion. 

But  as  this  reafoning  affedls  the  data,  on 
which  Mr.  Hawtrey  builds  his  fyftem,  it 
may  feem  premature,  if  we  do  not  examine 
them  more  minutely.  We  will  therefore  in 
the  jfirft  inftance  proceed  to  the  difcuffion  of 
the  fac^,  (for  a  fad:  it  certainly  is)  which  is 
the  main  ftay  of  his  conjedlure. 

St.  John,  fpeaking  of  our  Saviour  in  his 
pre-exifting  ftate,  calls  him  Koyog ;  but  after 
his  Incarnation,  he  drops  the  appellation  Xo- 
yog,  and  calls  him  vlog.  Now  in  this  change 
of  title  our  Author  difcovers  a  change  of  cha- 
rader ;  in  which  he  has,  I  believe,  the  me- 
rit of  "  qui  primus  invenit,"  in  the  ftrideft 
ienfe  of  Bentley's  limitation '',    None  of  the 

*  Pwf.  to  the  DIflertatLon  on  Plutlaris,  p.  p4. 
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ancient  ^  Commentators  at  leaft  can  conteft 
the  praife  of  Originality  with  him,  as  will  be 
ieen  from  their  fhort-fighted  ftriclures  on 
this  Chapter. 

Thus  Bafil%  in  his  Homily  on  the  words 
*'  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,"  fays, 
"  St.  John  difcouriing  concerning  the  onfy- 
**  begotten  has  called  him  Xcyog, — For  what 
*'  reafbn  does  he  call  him  Xoyog  ?  That  it 
**  might  be  fhewn,  that  he  came  forth  from 
"  the  Mind.  Why  Xoyog}  Becaufe  he  was  de^ 
*'  gotten  without  the  intervention  of  paffion. 
"  Why  Xoyog  ?  Becaufe  he  is  the  image  of 
**  him  who  begot  him,  exhibiting  in  himfelf 
*'  him  who  begot  him,  whole  and  entire.'* 
Again ;  "  he  has  therefore  called  him  Xoyog, 
*'  in  order  that  he  might  place  before  you 
*'  the  Generation  void  of  paffion  on  the  part 
*'  of  the  Father,  and  might  teach  you  the 
**  perfect  exiftence  of  the  Sort,  and  by  thefe 

^  I  fpeak  only  of  the  commentators  on  this  verfe  ;  for  ther* 
is  one  paflage,  if  not  two,  in  Hippolytus,  which  will  be  confi- 
<lered  hereafter,  which  may  be  thought  in  fome  degree  to  rob 
Mr.  Hawtrey  of  the  praife  of  original  Invention. 

*  Xlifi  T8  MONOrENOYX  ^ia'hiyo^.iyi?  aoi,  AOrON  iTTTif.  — Aik 
Tt'^oyoj  j  Tea  ^u^rt  oVi  ir.  Ta  *»  -crpoij^Se.  At«  Tt  X&ys?  :  ot»  ccTra^af 
'EFENNHGH*  li«  t»  Xoyoi ;  ot<  iW.u*  t«  rENNHSANTOS,  oAo*  iy 
IctvTu  ^eiVKvq  TO*  FENKHZANTA. 

AOrON  If  il'Tiev,   iVa  tv;*  uira^v  (var.  left.  «?>»)Si)  ffot  PENNH- 

nul  T>i»"AXPONON  ZYNA*E1AN  re  'YIOY  i!j;ei  inotrifx  ^*a  laTUit 
bhi^nroH.     Homil.  xvi.  torn.  i.  p.  435.   Ed.  Par. 

'        C  3  **  means 
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"  means  demonftrate  the  eternal  connexion 
"  of  the  Son  with  the  Father."  Precifely  to 
the  fame  efFed:  is  the  general  fcope  of  his 
reafoning  throughout  the  whole  of  his  fe- 
cond  Book  againft  Eunomius. 

That  Chryfoftom  ^  confidered  the  Word  in 
this  pallage  as  fynonymous  with  the  Son  ap- 
pears from  the  Queftion  which  he  afks  in  his 
homily  on  this  verfe.  "  Why  does  St.  John, 
"  having  omitted  the  Father,  fpeak  of  the 
*'  Son  ?  Becaufe  the  former  was  manifeft  to 
"  all,  if  not  as  Father,  yet  as  God  ;  but  the 
"  only-begotten  was  not  known."  It  is  unne- 
ceflary  to  multiply  quotations  from  him,  as 
the  fame  idea  pervades  his  whole  commen- 
tary. 

Cyril  ^  Archbiihop  of  Alexandria  under- 
takes from  thefe  words  of  St.  John  to  prove 
"  that  the  only-begotten  is  eternal ;"  and  foon 
after  afferts  that  "  as  the  Son  is  older  than 
*'  the  ages  or  worlds  themfelves,  he  could 
''  not  have  been  begotten  within  the  limits  of 
"  time." 

T»   ^■/)7roT    av   tox  tsccrepec   u^il;   'crifi  ta  'YIOY  hcixiyiron ;    on 

MONOrENHS  iiyi/oine.  Chryfoft.  in  c.  i.  Johan,  Homil.  p.  15. 
Ed.  Front,  Ducae. 

S  "Ort  ai^io(;,  y.ui  -crpo  rcl)v  aluvuv  'o  MONOrENHr.  Comment, 
in  Johan.  torn,  iv.  p.  9.    Ed.  Aubert,  Par. 

E'Trei&yj'jrip  ttut  uItHv  Ir*  rZv  ulujvxy  larfSffQiiTifoq  'O  'YIOS,  to  jji-I'/ 
EN  XPONi;i  rErENNH20AI  hx(piC^ncii.   p.  II. 

^  Origen 
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Orlgen  ''  on  the  paflage  tells  us  that  by  the 
Word  St.  John  meant  the  Son  ;  and  Theo- 
phyla6l  '  to  the  Queftion  why  the  Evangellft 
did  not  fay,  in  the  beginning  was  the  Son, 
gives  an  anfwer  analogous  to  that  of  Bafil  ; 
and  adds  that  the  pafTage  proves  that  the 
Son  was  co-eternal  with  the  Father.  That 
Irensus  ^  underftood  St.  John  in  this  fenfe 
is  plain  from  almoll:  every  page  ;  and  in  one 
place  he  dired:ly  accufes  thofe  of  diftorting 
the  Scriptures,  who  make  "koyoq  one  perfon, 
and  f^ovoysv^g  another. 

To  the  Commentators  already  adduced, 
others  might  be  added,  who  are  omitted  as 
being  in  point  of  antiquity  and  general  efteem 
of  lefs  weight  than  thofe  we  have  feledled  ; 
but  whofe  interpretations  may  be  found  de- 
tailed in  the  Catena  Grascorum  Patrum  in 
fand;um  Johannem  \ 

Thofe  Fathers  then,  it  fliould  feem,  who 
allude  to  the  two  titles  Xoyog  and  vlog,  clearly 
confidered  them  as  fynonyms  ;   and  the  moft 

^  Aoyov  vouv  tov  vlov,  x.  r,  X.  Orig.  torn,  ii.  p.  ij.  Ed. 
Huct. 

'  "li/cc  jji.r, iior,ffui/.ii  yinvKTtv  l^va,^^  x.a,i  a-Uj/.o!]\y.y)v,  tutu  \ny.iv  Xo- 

yov  avTov  iy-xKio^cv'  Ivx  av  ^uBm  o'~i  oja'Ki^  o  A&70?  TENNATAI  Ix  m 
voo?  XTTxBui;,  ^  a7\\u?  ^i  k,  t.  X.  and  i7a.(peripoii  ^iUnvat  ZYNAIAIOM 
Ton  'TIGN  rui  'zirarpi'  x,  r.  X.  Theoph.  in  quatuor  Evang.  p, 
55S—5^^-   Ed.  Par. 

^  Uu^ctT^i'ffovrK;  x.  t.  X.   p.  41.  1,  38.  Ed.  Grabe. 

'  Ed.  Balthaf,  Corder.  e  Ibc,  Jef.  Antwerp.  1630. 

C  4  ancient 
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ancient  Commentators  on  the  paffage  ob- 
ferved,  as  we  have  feen,  the  change  of  appel- 
lations, but  accounted  for  it  upon  a  very  dif- 
ferent principle  ;  upon  a  principle  juft  and 
obvious,  the  application  of  which  will  not 
indeed,  like  Mr.  Hawtrey's  conjecture,  ihew 
that  Hereiy  has  contaminated  the  Catholic 
Faith  for  feventeen  centuries  ;  but  which  is 
yet  at  once  adapted  to  the  exigentia  loci,  and 
countenanced  by  the  higheft  authority  of  An- 
tiquity. So  that  from  that  very  appellation, 
which  in  the  opinion  of  the  primitive  Chrif- 
tians  was  adopted  as  the  fureft  precaution 
againft  any  mifconceptions  of  the  tranfcen- 
dent  nature  of  Chrift's  Eternal  Generation, 
the  author  of  Geav^puTrog  would  extract  a  proof 
of  his  Filiation  being  temporal,  and  the  re- 
fiilt  of  his  Incarnation  ! 

As  the  confent  of  Antiquity  proves  that 
the  Evangeliil's  objed;  in  ufmg  Xoyog,  was  to 
cxprefs  a  Generation  of  a  high  and  peculiar 
kind  ;  fo  perhaps  alfo  he  might  be  induced 
to  introduce  6ot/j  terms  into  his  Golpel,  from 
a  wilh  to  inculcate  in  limine,  in  oppofition 
to  thofe  philofophizing  Chriilians  who  taught 
that  Xoyog  was  the  offspring  of  [A.ovoyevijg,  the 
Identity  of  him  who  was  indifferently  called 
by  both  titles.  But  whatever  was  his  motive 
for  beginning  with  Xoyog,  a  probable  reafon 

at 
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at  leaft  may  be  affigned  for  the  fubftitution 
of  vlog,  ^without  having  recourfe  to  the  fuppo- 
fitlon  that  he  changed  his  terms,  in  confe- 
quence  of  a  change  in  the  nature  of  the  Per- 
fon  fpoken  of.  For  if  St.  John  had  perfe- 
vered  in  the  ufe  of  Xoyog,  and  had  faid,  we 
beheld  his  Glory  as  the  Glory  of  the  only  be- 
gotten IVord  of  God,  he  would  not  have 
conveyed  to  exoteric  ears  any  determinate 
Idea  ;  for  the  mind,  being  ftored  with  no 
previous  notion  of  the  appearance  of  fuch 
Word,  with  which  to  compare  the  Glory 
that  was  beheld,  could  not  recognize  the  fi- 
milarity. 

Is  it  not  then  very  probable  that  St.  John 
changed  his  language  in  accommodation  to 
the  unenlightened  mind  ;  and  meant  not,  by 
the  "  Glory  of  the  only-begotten  Son,"  to 
insinuate  any  newly  acquired  Glory  ?  Our 
bleffed  Lord  himfelf  feems  to  imply,  in  his 
carncft  prayer  to  the  Father,  that  he  had 
from  all  eternity  the  glory  of  a  Son.  For 
why  ihould  he  fay,  "  O  Father ,  glorify  thou 
*'  me  with  thine  own  felf,  with  the  Glory 
**  which  I  had  with  thee  (the  Father)  before 
*'  the  w^orld  was ","  if  he  had  not  alfo,  before 
the  world  was,  exifted  in  the  glorious  capa- 

^  Jghn  c,  xvii.  v.  5. 

city 
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city  of  the  So?i  of  God  ?  What  favours  the 
inference  which  I  would  draw  from  thefe 
words  is,  that  this  very  text  is  quoted  by 
Cyprian  "  in  proof  of  his  pofition,  "  Chriftum 
*«  primogenitum  efle,  et  ipfum  effe  fapientiam, 
"  per  quern  omnia  facta  fmt."  But  Mr. 
Hawtrey  feems  to  forget,  that,  though  St. 
John  might  ad:ually  mean  that  they  '^  beheld 
"  his  Glory  as  the  Glory  of  the  only-begotten 
*'  Son  of  God"  in  confequence  of  his  Incar- 
nation, it  yet  by  no  means  follows  that  he 
had  not  that  filial  Glory  before.  The  Son,  it 
muft  be  recollefted,  in  his  unembodied  ftate 
is  not  vifible  to  mortal  eye  ;  and  therefore  to 
aflert  that  in  confequence  of  his  Incarnation 
they  *'  beheld  his  Glory  as  the  Glory  of  the 
*^  only-begotten  Son  of  God,"  is  perfectly  re- 
concileable  with  his  prior  though  invifible 
exiftence  in  that  chara6i:er.  In  lliort,  the 
Incarnation  might  be  the  commencement  of 
the  corporeal  tnanifejiation  of  that  Glory,  with- 
out being  the  origin  of  the  Glory  itfelf ;  and 
the  whole  may  be  accurately  paraphrafed  by 
a  paflage  from  St.  Barnabas.  Tors  'EOANE- 
P>QLEN  socuTov  viov  Bbh  eivcci.  Et  yxp  f^vj  ijX-jei/ 
£v  (TccDKi,  Tiruig  ocv  e<rct}^vif/,£v  oiv^pcoTTOi,  BAEIION- 
TE2   wuTov  :    oTt  rov  fiiXkovra,  jM.'/J   uvoci  ^A/ov— • 

"  Cyprian,  p,  31.   Ed,  Ox.  16S2. 
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{2x^7rovTeg,  in.   *<r%i/if<r;i/  ui  a.zT~vcig  uuns  a.vro(p' 
^oiXf^Tfl(rcci  °. 

There  are  pafTages  in  St.  John's  Epiftles 
which  by  impUcation  at  leaft  mihtate  againft 
that  diftindion  of  character,  which  Mr.  Haw- 
trey  difcovers  in  the  opening  of  his  Gofpel : 
thofe  I  mean,  where  he  endeavours  to  move 
our  fenfibihty  and  awaken  our  gratitude,  by 
reminding  us  of  the  Love  of  God,  who  "  fent 
'*  his  only-begotten  Son  into  the  world,  that 
"  we  might  live  through  him  ^"  Now  in 
the  firft  place,  if  it  had  been  the  Word,  and 
not  the  Son  who  came  in  the  flefh,  St.  John  in 
ftricflnefs  of  language  would  have  faid,  "  God 
"  fent  his  Word,"  as  the  Perfon  fent,  accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Hawtrey,  was  not  Son,  till  after 
his  alTumption  of  human  nature ;  fo  that 
this  mode  of  expreffion  feems,  I  think,  to 
argue  an  antecedent  exiftence  of  the  Sof7. 
The  Context  ftrengthens  this  opinion;  for  St. 
John  there  labours  to  excite  in  us  gratitude 
to  God  and  charity  to  Man,  by  calling  to 
our  recolleAion  parental  feelings  ;  language, 
which  is  not  fo  peculiarly  appropriate,  unlels 
the  Eternal  Filiation  be  admitted.  *'  ^  Herein 
"  is  Love,  not  that  we  loved  God,  but  that 
"  he  loved  us,   and  fent  his  Son  to  be  the 

«>  Barnab.  Epift.  c.  v.  p.  i6.   Ed.  Cotel. 

P   I  John  c.  iv.  V.  9. 

"T  I  John  c.  iv.  V.  10,  ii.    Compare  John  c.  iii.  v.  i5. 

"  propitiation 
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•*  propitiation  for  our  fins.  Beloved,  if  God 
*^  Jo  loved  us,  we  ought  alfo  to  love  one  ano- 
*'  ther."  I  am  far  from  meaning  to  infmuate, 
that  if  Mr.  Hawtrey's  notion  of  the  nature 
of  Chrift  be  received,  the  mercy  of  the  Al- 
mighty, as  exhibited  in  Man's  Redemption, 
IS  not  ftill  immeafurably  great ;  or  fuch,  as 
that  arguments  may  not  be  derived  from  it 
irrefiftibly  powxrful  to  overwhelm  the  hardeft 
heart ;  to  make  our  piety  to  God  more  ar- 
dent, and  our  charity  to  man  more  exten- 
iive.  But  furely,  though  we  ftill  acknow- 
ledge that  appeal  to  our  gratitude  to  be  for- 
cible which  is  founded  on  the  Love  difplayed 
by  God  in  accepting  the  vicarious  facrifice  of 
his  Son,  it  yet  lofes  fomewhat  of  its  energy 
from  the  idea  of  Chrifl  being  that  Son  only 
in  an  adfcititious  fenfe  -,  whilft  on  the  other 
hand  we  feel  heiaihtened  that  tendernefs  of 
fentiment,  mmgled  with  religious  awe,  which 
involuntarily  fprings  up  in  the  mind,  when 
we  contemplate  the  Everlafting  Son  leaving 
the  bofom  of  his  Everlafting  Father,  to  be- 
come a  facrificiai  Atonement  for  fm.  In  con- 
firmation of  this  reafoning  let  me  add,  our 
Saviour's  own  aifeding  words,  "  Father,  thou 
^*  lovedji  me  before  the  foundation  of  the 
•'world';" — a  declaration  this  of  paternal 

'  Joivn  xvii,  v,  24. 

affedion 
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aiFe^lion  on  the  one  part,  which  fcems  to  im- 
ply on  the  other,  the  exigence  of  a  Son  as 
the  objedl  of  it. 

There  are  too,  it  may  be  remarked,  Ibme 
texts  in  which  our  Saviour  favs,  that  no  one 
knows  who  the  Father  is  but  the  Son,  and 
who  the  Son  is  but  the  Father'  :  and  there 
is  one,  in  which  he  aiTerts  their  commenfu- 
rate  knowledge  of  each  other  ;  *'  as  the  Fa- 
*'  ther  knoweth  me,  even  fo  know  I  the  Fa- 
*'  ther '."  Now  with  regard  to  the  firil,  they 
exclude  the  Word  (except  whilft  the  difpen- 
lation  of  Qauv^^uTrog  continues,  for  after  the 
termination  of  it  he  is  a  diftind  Perfon)  from 
participating  in  that  knowledge,  which  yet, 
on  Mr.  Hawtrey's  hypothecs,  he  muft  have 
had  long  before  the  Son  exifled.  And»with 
regard  to  the  latter,  as  on  this  fame  hypo- 
thefis,  the  Son,  as  Son,  could  only  have 
known  the  Father  from  the  time  of  his 
union  with  the  Xoyog,  but  the  Father,  as 
being  omnifcient,  muft  from  all  eternity  have 
known  who  and  what  the  Son  would  be : 
under  thefe  circumftances  I  fay,  would  our 
Saviour  have  declared  that  the  Son's  know- 
ledge of  the  Father  was  commenfurate  witk 
the    Father's    knowledge    of  the    Son  ?    Or 


•  Matt.  c.  XI.  V,  27.     Luke  c.  x.  v.  a^. 
'  John  c,  X,  V.  15. 


agam. 
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again,  would   he,  nay   I   may  fay,  with  re- 
verence be  it  fpoken,  could  He,  confiftently 
with 'the  iimphcity  of  Truth,  have  aflerted 
fuch  an  abfolute  unity  of  Father  and  Sorii  as 
he  often  does ",  if  the  exiftence  of  the  one 
had  been   pofterior   to   the   exiftence  of  the 
other  ?   Again  ;  as  the  Father  cannot  be  de- 
nied to  be  eternal  ;  if  the  Son  were  not  fo 
too,  could  he  have  faid,  "  as  the  Father  hath 
"  life  in  himfelf,  fo  hath  he  given  to  the  Son 
"  to  have  life  in  himfelf*  ?"    Or,  -  laftly,  if  it 
was  the  Word  of  God,  and  not  the  Son,  who 
came  down  from  Heaven  to  be  incarnate;   if 
io  fignal  a  tranfition,  from  being  the  Word 
to  being  the  Son  of  God,  had  taken  place 
during  the  interval  of  his  defcenfion  and  af- 
cenfiftn,   how   could    St.  Paul  alfert '',   ''  He 
"  that  defcended  is   the  fame  alfo  that   af- 
"  cended  ?"    But  enough  on  the  proof  from 
St.  John. 

Another  reafon  which  induces  Mr.  Haw- 
trey  to  think  that  the  Filiation  then  took 
place,  when  the  "koyoq  croip^  eysvsro,  is  derived 
from  the  language  of  the  angel  to  the  Virgin 
Mary  ^   Now  till  it  is  proved  that  no  Hebrew 

"  John  c.  xiv.  v.  ii.  x,  30,  3S.  xvii.  21. 
»  John  c.  V.  ver,  26.  ^  Ephef.  c.  Iv.  v.  10. 

*  Luke  i.  25. 

"  Therefore,  then,  it  may  be  concluded,  the  title.  Sen  cf 
"  God,  would  be  when  this  event  fhould  have  taken  place,  and. 

"  of 
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idioms  have  crept  into  St.  Luke's  ftyle,  it 
will  not  neceffarily  follow  that  any  idea 
of  title  is  implied  in  ycXyi^riO-iroci,  This  how- 
ever, though  it  may  make  a  change  in  the 
form  of  the  fyllogifm  neceffary,  will  not 
materially  affed;  the  proof,  nor  render  it  in- 
conclufive,  if  it  was  not  fo  before.  But  as 
the  Catholic  Church  holds  that  it  was  the 
Son  of  God  that  was  made  flefh,  and  that 
after  his  myfterious  union  with  human  na- 
ture he  was  ftill  the  Son  of  God,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  words  of  the  Angel  are  as  ap- 
plicable to  our  creed  as  to  Mr.  Hawtrey's. 
And  this  for  the  prefent  may  fviffice  ;  as  we 
fhall  have  occafion  again  to  notice  this  verfe, 
when  we  produce  the  teftimony  of  Novatian. 
The  remaining  fcriptural  proof,  or  to  fpeak 
more  accurately,  the  remaining  ^  text  for 
confideration  is  that,  for  the  interpretation  of 
which  Mr.  Hawtrey's  digreffion  on  the  Filia- 
tion feems  to  have  been  introduced.  His  ex- 
pofition  of  this  text  feems,  if  I  do  not  mif- 
apprehend  it,  to  lead  to  confequences  which 
could  not  efcape  his  obfervation ;  and  yet 
the   force  of  which,  if  they  were  obferved. 


"  of  courfe,  that  in  the  birth  of  the  Ao.fo?  in  union  with  the  au^^ 
"  aiSpwVir/i,  confided  the  Filiation,  and,  confequently,  that  there 
"  was  no  Filiation  prior  to  that  event."     Gedy^c-JVi^,  p.  40. 
*  I  Cor.  XV.   28. 
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could  not  but  be  fenfibly  felt.     On  this  ac- 
count, I   confefs,   I   feel   more   apprehenfion 
that  I  may  have  confidered  it  in  a  miftaken 
point   of   view,   than  conviction    that  I  am 
right.    "  Then,"   fays  he  ^  (in  his  paraphrafe 
on  the  Apoftle's  words,  '*  then  fliall  the  Son 
"  himfcif  be  fubjed;  unto  him  that  put  all 
**  things  under  him")  *'  fhall  the  difpenfation 
**  of  QBui/^^uvog  be  terminated,  and  the  union 
*'  of  the  Xoyog  with  man's  nature  ceafe."     If 
now,  according  to  Mr.  Hawtrey's  hypothefis, 
the  Son  is  a  compound  of  the  Xoyog  and  man's 
nature  ;  and  if,  according  to  Mr.  Hawtrey's 
paraphrafe,     the    union    of    the    Xoyog    with 
man's  nature  is  to  ceafe,  it  appears  an  ob- 
vious inference  that  the  Son  is  to  ceafe  alio. 
Strange  !  that  the  beloved  Son  of  God,  over 
whom,  we  are  told,  death  hath  no  more  do- 
minion, fhould  ceafe  to  exift,  at  a  time  w^hen 
the   graves  have   given  up   their  dead ;  and 
that  he  himfelf  fhould  be  doomed  to  anni- 
hilation, at   the   very   moment,  when  thofe 
whom   he   has   ranfomed,   are   bid   to   enter 
into  the  joy  of  their  Lord  !     The  Sibylline 
oracle  fpeaks  a  language  more  confident  with 
our   firft    notions  of  the   Son    of  God,  and 
more  truly  defcriptive  of  the  vital  effence  of 


a  divine  Being. 


^   0ja»$^w7roc,  p.  38, 

El 


[     33     ] 

Ei  ^  yi  yivvuiTiVy   xcx,^  ^ASrauaroi  ye  ^iv^(Ti  '^.   . 

This  difficulty,  arifing  from  the  -cellation 
of  the  Son,  might  in  fome  degree  be  re- 
moved, if  we  were  to  confider  him  as  an 
adopted  Son  :  but  this  again  is  repugnant  to 
other  parts  of  Mr.  Hawtrey's  fcheme  ;  and 
is  indeed  a  heref;^%  which  we  are  fure  he 
never  would  countenance,  as  the  cloyftcred 
fcholars,  even  in  the  dark  period  of  the  Hep- 
tarchy, had  theology  enough  to  confute  it*^. 
Nor  is  this  the  only  difficulty  with  which 
this  hypothecs  is  encumbered;  for  it  inclines, 
I  think,  to  favour  the  dodrine  of  a  phyfical 
generation.  He,  who  alierts  that  the  Xoyog 
became  \jlog  in  confequence  of  the  Incarna- 
tion, feems  to  imply  that  that  Relation- 
jQiip  originated,  not  altogether  indeed  in  the 
fame  mode,  becaufe  a  fupernatural  Interpofi- 
tion  is  ftill  admitted,  but  yet  in  fome  fort  of 
refemblance  to  that  Nativity,  which  gives 
rife  to  the  fame  Relationlliip  a^  it  fubfifts 
amongft  Men.  A  do^lrine,  which  tends  thus 
to  degrade  the  Son  of  God  to  a  level  with 
the  reil  of  the  creation,  was  combated,  as  wx 
have  feen,  with  peculiar  ability,  by  the  an- 
cient Commentators  on  St.  John.  In  fhort, 
this  hypothefis,  which  was  intended  as  far  as 

*  Apud  Theoph.  Antioch.  p.  49. 

^  Hume's  Hilt,  of  England^  p-  35-  Ed.  4to. 

D  '  the 
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the  nature  of  the  fubjed  would  admit,  to 
fimpHfy  a  myftery,  feems  only  to  entangle  it 
in  greater  perplexities. 

Before  we  clofe  our  fcriptural  review  of 
the  Dodrine,  the  Silence  of  the  other  Evan- 
gelifts  on  this  fnigular  diftinilion  of  charac- 
ters ou2;ht  to  be  noticed.  For  if  St.  Matthew 
had  underftood  that  Chrift's  Filiation  com- 
menced only  at  his  Nativity  on  earth,  would 
he  not,  whilft  unfolding  his  genealogy,  and 
averting  the  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
would  he  not  have  embraced  the  opportuni- 
ty, fo  peculiarly  adapted  to  the  purpofe,  of 
informing  us  that  he  then  jitJI  began  to  exift 
in  the  relative  capacity  of  the  Son  of  God  ? 
If  that  had  really  been  the  era  of  a  new  re- 
lation which  Chrift  was  to  bear  to  God,  is  it 
probable  that  he  would  have  omitted  fo  in- 
terefting  a  point  of  information  ?  And  does 
not  on  the  contrary  the  direct  and  abrupt 
manner  in  which  St.  Mark  introduces  "  the 
"  Gofpel  of  Jefus  Chrift,"  whom,  without 
any  reference  to  his  lineage  or  any  allufion  to 
his  Incarnation,  he  ftyles  fimply  and  abftradl- 
edly  the  Son  of  God,  feem  to  indicate  that 
his  Filiation  was  coeval  with  his  eternal  ex- 
iftence  ?  This  at  leaft  feems  probable,  that 
if  his  Incarnation  had  been  the  07:lginal  caiife 
of  liis  Sonfliip,  neither  would  St.  Matthew, 
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when  relating  the  one,  have  omitted  the 
other  :  nor  would  St.  Mark,  without  notic- 
ing his  birth,  the  fufpeded  origin  of  fo  ex- 
traordinary a  connexion,  have  called  him  the 
Son  of  God,  unlefs  that  Sonfliip  had  exifted 
antecedently  to  that  birth.  This,  hov^ever, 
is  but  conjedural  reafoning,  though  highly 
probable  I  think  ;  but  as  we  have  much  more 
fubftantial  ground  to  reft  upon,  I  do  not  infift 
upon  it — valeat,  quantum  valere  poteft. 

After  having  endeavoured  thus  to  afcertain 
the  information  which  Revelation  gives  us  on 
the  fubje(^,  it  will  be  neither  an  unintereft- 
ing  nor  an  unprofitable  fpeculation  to  extend 
our  inquiry  to  the  writings  of  the  Fathers. 

The  importance  of  the  argument,  derived 
from  the  fentiments  of  the  primitive  Chrif- 
tians,  is  fufficiently  proved  from  the  eager- 
nefs,  with  which  controverfialifts  of  every 
fed  refort  to  them  ;  and  if  any  thing  further 
were  wanting  to  vindicate  their  value,  we 
fhould  find  it  amply  fupplied  in  the  learned 
labours  of  Dodwell,  Grabe,  and  Bull.  To 
the  affiftance,  however,  of  the  early  Apologifts 
of  Chriftianity,  Mr.  Hawtrey  has  not  diredly 
had  recourfe  ;  though  by  introducing  the  ne- 
gative teftimony  of  the  Nicene  Creed  cor- 
redled,  or  rather  by  expunging  its  pofitive 
evidence,  in  what  he  deems  its  interpolated 
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ftate,  he  has  acknowledged  and  reafoned 
upon  the  fame  principle  on  which  an  appeal 
to  the  Fathers  is  founded.  For  he  w^ould  not, 
I  conceive,  have  adverted  at  all  to  a  Council 
holden  in  the  three  hundred  and  twenty 
fifth  year  of  the  ChriPcian  era,  unlefs  he  had 
confidered  the  refult  of  the  pious  delibera- 
tions of  that  Council  as  an  epitome  of  the 
prevailing  fentiments  of  the  three  firft  cen- 
turies. Had  not  the  dodrine  of  the  Council 
of  Nice  been  in  unifon  with  the  doc5lrine  of 
the  preceding  ages,  Mr.  Hawtrey  would  na- 
turally have  paid  little  regard  to  it's  authori- 
ty :  fo  that  the  force  of  the  argument,  what- 
ever it  be,  deducible  from  the  Nlcene  Creed, 
is  dependant  upon,  and  ultimately  rcfolvable 
into,  its  coincidence  with  the  dod:rine  main- 
tained by  the  fuccefTors  of  the  Apoftles  down 
to  the  time  of  Conftantine.  To  them  there- 
fore our  attention  is  of  courfe  dlreded  ;  and 
after  having  adduced  their  fentiments  on  the 
fubje(^l  of  our  inquiry,  we  will  refume  our 
comment  on  the  Nlcene  Creed ;  and  iliall  be 
able,  I  think,  to  fnew,  that  whether  the  fuf- 
pe6led  claufe  had  or  had  not  the  fancftion 
of  the  Council  is  not  very  material ;  not 
only  becaufe  the  unvarying  uniformity  of 
opinion,  which  pervades  the  works  ot  the 
Fatjiers  of  the  three  firft  centuries,  in  a  great 
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mearure  fuperfedes  the  want  of  that  evidence 
which  the  authority  of  a  General  Council 
would  fupply  ;  but  becaufe  there,  are  other 
parts  in  the  Creed  unqueftionably  genuine, 
which  imply,  if  they  do  not  exprefs,  the 
doctrine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation. 

Beginning  w^ith  the  Fathers  of  the  Apof^ 
tolical  age,  we  will  introduce  the  reft  in  the 
order  in  which  they  are  ufually  fuppafed  to 
have  flouriflied  ;  thus  fliewins:  how  the  evi- 
dencc  of  antiquity  flows  in  an  uninterrupted 
ftream  from  the  days  of  Barnabas  down  to 
the  fourth  century. 

I  would,  however,  firft  premife,  that  no 
advantage  will,  or  indeed  can,  be  taken  of 
any  paiTages,  in  which  the  eternity  of  the 
Xoyoq  is  afferted,  be  it  in  terms  of  perfonifica- 
tion  ever  fo  ftrong  and  peremptory.  For  be- 
fore the  Identity  of  the  Word  and  the  Son  is 
demonftrated  to  have  been  maintained  by 
them  from  a  comprehenfive  view  of  their 
fentiments,  fuch  proofs,  in  order  to  be  perti- 
nent and  conclufive,  would  involve  an  af- 
fumption  of  a  doubtful  point ;  and  afte?^  it  is 
demonftrated,  they  would  be  fuperfluous. 

St.  Barnabas,  in  the  firft  Greek  chapter 
that  is  preferved  to  us  of  his  Epiftle  (the 
fifth  including  thofe  that  are  loft)  is  enume- 
rating fome  of  the    caufes   of  our  Saviour's 
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Advent,  and  fays,  hh^v  o  vlog  tS  Ge^  &;  tovto 
vjx^ev  Iv  <To.^}ci.  Now  upon  every  principle  of 
fair  interpretation,  thefe  words  certainly  im- 
ply, that  our  Saviour  was  the  Son  of  God, 
hej'ore  he  came  in  the  flefh.  The  holy  Fa- 
ther would  not  have  been  juftified  in  fo  far 
anticipating  the  relation  which  Chrift  was  to 
bear  to  God  in  confequence  of  his  Incarna- 
tion, as  to  fay  the  So7i  of  God  came  in  the 
flefh,  if  that  coming  in  the  flelh  was  the 
caufe  of  his  becoming  the  Son.  For,  if  that 
had  been  the  cafe,  it  would  not  have  been 
the  Son  that  came  in  the  fiefh,  but  fomebody 
clfe  ;  0  Ao/o?  or  t\  isrvevf^ix :  fo  that  thefe  words 
taken  in  their  plain  and  obvious  fenfe  aflert 
the  do6lrine  of  a  Filiation  prior  to  the  Incar- 
nation. And  nearly  parallel  with  this  pafTage 
is  another,  which  will  illuftrate  and  confirm 
our  interpretation  of  this  :  «'%'  o  vlog  uv^^uTrn^ 
ccXk  0  Viog  TH  ©ea  tuttco  x,ex,t  ev  (Tocoyci  <pcx.vepu^etg^. 
There  is  ftill  one  other  paflage  to  be  quoted 
from  this  celebrated  Epillle,  which  fhews 
that  the  Author  of  it  believed  the  Filiation 
to  be  at  leaft  antecedent  to  the  creation  of 
Man.  It  is  in  the  fixth  chapter,  where,  before 
he  cites  thofe  words  of  the  Almighty,  "  Let 
"  us  make  manV  be  fays,  ug  Aeya  tu  ulu  ; 


'  Barnab.  Epift.  c.  xii.  ^  Gen.  i.  26, 
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after  having  cited  tliem,  he  adds,  ruZrot  Trp^g 

TOV    VIOV. 

We  muft  not  be  furprifed  if  we  find  in 
Hermas  Httle  that  bears  upon  our  Queition. 
Often  obfcure  and  myftical,  and  intent  rather 
upon  inculcating  moral  and  religious  precepts 
to  regulate  the  pra(5lice  than  doctrines  to  ex- 
ercife  the  faith,  there  are  few  points  of  con- 
troverfial  Divinity  that  can  derive  confirma- 
tion from  him.  There  is,  however,  one  paf- 
fage  which  diredlly  applies  to  the  article  in 
difpute.  "  Filius  quidem  Dei  omni  creatura 
*'  antiquior  eft,  ita  ut  in  confilio  Patri  fuo 
"  adfuerit,  ad  condendam  creaturam^." 

In  Ignatius'  Epiftle  to  the  Magnefians  we 
have  a  paiTage  fomething  fimilar  to  this  of 
Hermas.  "^Og  (fcil.  Xotgog^  'wpo  cciuvuv  is-ocoa. 
IIATPI  Yiv  ^.  If  Ignatius  had  meant  that  this 
eternal  exiftence  w^as  in  the  characfler  of  Ao- 
yog  and  not  vlog,  he  w^ould  probably  have 
ufed  the  word  0e^  and  not  ITar^t,  which,  as  a 
relative  term,  fo  naturally  fiiggefts  the  cor- 
refponding  idea  of  Son.  That  one  of  his 
Commentators  underftood  him  to  mean  this, 
is  clear  from  his  annotation  on  the  paftage  ; 
'^  utpote  asterni  Patris  ceternus  Filius  *."  And 
w^ith  this  agrees  the  Commentary  of  the  ve- 

s  Hermse  Paftor,  1.  iii.  c.  12.  ^  c.  6. 

*  In  Ignat.  Epift,  gen,  Schol.  p.  78.  edit,  a  T.  Smith, 
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tus  Theologu?,  on  the  i  pth  chapter  of  Igna- 
tius' Epiftle  to  the  Ephefians,  as  quoted  by 
Voffius,  and  who,  he  feems  to  think,  was 
Jerome  or  Ambrofe.  "  Dei  Filhis  in  utero 
*"  Virginis  incarnari  voluit ''." 

To  overlook  the  proofs  contained  in  the 
interpolated  epifties  of  Ignatius,  as  we  Ihould 
not  want  a  precedent  for  quoting  them  in 
great  and  learned  men,  may  be  thought  an 
important  orniffion.  To  the  force  ot  og  izr^o 
eciojvog  -srctox  ro)  Ylocr^i  yBvwi^ziq  in  his  Epiflile 
to  the  Magnefians ;  and  ot  tqv  -zf-po  ocluvcov  vlav 
fAovoytvri  kcu  "h'oyov  in  that  to  the  Ephefians,  to 
the  force  of  thefe  expreffions  it  were  impof- 
Hble  to  be  infenfible.  But  as  we  have  al- 
ready, I  think,  fliewn  Ignatius'  fentiments 
from  a  text  undoubtedly  genuine,  it  feemed 
not  neceffary  to  be  tenacious  of  paiTages,  the 
authenticity  of  which  was  fufped:ed,  and 
that  fuipicion  too  avowed  by  fuch  a  hoft  of 
Critics. 

What  weight  the  Conftitutiones  Apoftoli- 
ca?  ought  to  have  in  regulating  our  decifion, 
I  leave  to  others  to  determine ;  but  muft  re- 
mark that  Bifhop  Bull  quotes  '  Cardinal  Bo- 

*  Patres  Apoftol.  tom.  ii.  p.  i6.  Ed.  Cotel. 

*  ''  Quicquid  fit  de  Auftoie  harum  Coaftitutionum,  certum 
*'  t.imen  apud  omnes  iitque  exploratum  nunc  eft,  quod  Confilio 
"  Nicasnoantiqu lores  fiat."  Judic.  Ecclef,  Cath.  de  neceflT.  &c. 
p.  50.  Ed.  Grabe. 
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na^s  opinion,  and  fays  other  very  learned 
men  agreed  with  him,  that  they  were  older 
than  the  Council  of  Nice.  As  there  are  in 
them  feveral  paffages  which  indireclly  aifert 
the  Eternal  Generation,  io  there  is  one  which 
avows  it  in  plain  and  explicit  terms.  The 
Jews  are  accufed  of  blindnefs  for  not  believ- 
ing Chrift  to  be  the  only  begotten  Son  of 
God,  begotten  before  all  ages  *". 

Again  ;  fubmitting  it  to  others  to  appre- 
ciate the  credit  of  the  Recognitiones  Cle- 
mentis,  I  would  obferve  that  it  is  there  faid. 
He  who  was  already  the  Son  of  God,  and  the 
beginning  of  all  things,  was  made  Man  ". 

If  the  References  W'C  have  made  to  the 
Apoftolical  Fathers  be  thought  few,  they 
muft  at  leaft  be  allov/ed  to  be  unequivocal ; 
and  if  to  us,  who  aifert  the  Eternal  Filiation, 
be  objeded  the  poverty  of  the  fupport  to  be 
derived  from  their  waitings  ;  to  thofe  who 
deny  it  may  more  fairly  be  imputed  the  total 
abfence  of  primitive  Authority.  As  often  as 
any  expreliion  occurs  that  at  all  affects  our 
Inquiry,  it  is  decifive  in  our  favour ;  and  that 

"'   A'-sAE-vj/ia  yap  ccvron  y.artyjj%iri  oiu.  rr,y  ■/.a.y.ivoiccv  avTuv,   on  jSAj- 
TTOKTEff  Tov   I»jcra»-  ex   Iwifct'oi'  uviov   ihoj   rev  Xprw  t«  ©ay,    rev  HPO 
nANTi2N  AmN£7N    £H    AYTOY   TENNHQENTA,    vlcp  jwo^o'/ei^, 
Tioy.i  Oeov,  x.  t.  X.     Conflit.  Apol.  1.  v.  c.  i6.  p.  314    torn   i 
Ed.  Cotel. 

"   Cum  cjfet  Films  Dei,  et  initium  omnium,  homo  faftus  ef- 
fet.    Recog.  S.  Clem.  1.  i.  p.  503.  torn.  i.  Ed.  Cotel. 
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fuch  expreffions  are  not  more  frequent  and 
more    explicit    is    owing    probably  to  caufes, 
which  their  own  writings  themlelves  enable 
us  to  affign.     For  in  them  we  find  they  had 
many  and  complicated   fubjefts  of  valt  im- 
portance   at   once    preffmg   on   their   minds. 
They  had  to  convince  the  Judaizing  Chrif- 
tians  of  the  abrogation  of  the  ceremonial  Law, 
and  yet  to  caution  them  from  running  into 
the  oppoiite  extreme  of  a  merely  fpeculative 
and  barren  Faith.    They  had  to  animate  their 
new  converts  amidft  the  rage  of  Perfecution> 
by  placing  before  them  the   unlliaken  con- 
ftancy   of  iufFering   Patriarchs,  and   the   ftill 
brighter    example    of    a    fuffering    Saviour^ 
They   had   to   recommend  a  iyftem  of  Ec- 
clefiaftical  Governm.ent,  formed  on  the  out- 
line of  their  bleifed  Mailer's  inilru<5lions,  and 
fo  modelled  as  to  command  reverence,  and 
enfure    tranquillity    to    the    Church.     Thus 
their  primary  object  clearly  was  to  eradicate 
inveterate  prejudices,  to  fettle  the  fundamen- 
tal principles  of  Chriftianity,  and  to  provide 
for   the  dignified  order  of  the  Church  :  and 
if  it  was  a  fecondary  objed:  with   them    to 
combat  Herefies,  we  may  fay,  without  ex- 
cluding proleptic  refutations  of  future  Here- 
fies, that  they  would  be  principally  fuch  as 
then  exifted.     Of  thofe   points   therefore  on 
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■which  no  difference  in  their  days  or  their 
diftri6l  prevailed,  we  muft  not  expert  to  find 
any  laboured  defence,  but  at  the  moft  only 
incidental  proofs  :  and  fuch,  we  conceive,  are 
the  Quotations  we  have  made  from  Barnabas, 
Hermas  and  Ignatius. 

But  when,  in  progrefs  of  time,  thofe  fame 
points  became  the  topics  of  controverfy  and 
the  caufes  of  fchifm,  we  may  then  reafona- 
bly  exped:  a  more  ample  detail  of  argument. 
Nor  will  our  expedation  be  difappointed ; 
for  in  the  Fathers  of  the  fecond  and  third 
Century  we  find  abundant  materials  to  prove, 
that  they  believed  the  Eternal  Exiftence  of 
the  Son  to  be  the  Doctrine  of  the  Scripturea. 

In  the  two  Apologies  of  Juftin  Martyr, 
written,  as  they  were,  with  a  view  to  vindi- 
cate the  profefTors  of  the  Chriftian  Faith, 
there  muft  almoft  of  necefifity  be  contained 
an  explanation  of  what  that  Faith  was.  Inde- 
pendently of  the  profefied  obje6l  of  thefe  two 
Apologies,  as  he  was  addreffing  perfons  unac^ 
quainted  with  the  very  elements  of  Chrif- 
tianity,  a  Heathen  Emperor  and  the  uncon- 
verted Senate  of  Rome ;  in  thefe  I  fay,  as 
well  as  in  his  Dialogue  with  the  unbelieving 
Jew  ;  as  they  wxre  addrefi^ed  to  thofe  whom 
he  would  of  courfe  feel  anxious  to  inftruA  in 
the  genuine  doctrines  of  the  Gofpel,  we  may 
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hope  to  find  the  real  tenets  of  uncorrupted 
Chriftianity.  When  therefore  fuch  expref- 
fions  as  thefe,  '*  that  it  was  the  Son  who 
"  fpoke  to  Mofes  ° ;"  that  "  the  Son  of  God, 
"  he  who  is  alone  properly  called  Son,  the 
"  Word  exifted  together  with  God,  and  was 
"  begotten  before  all  created  things  ^ ;"  and 
again,  "  afferting  him  to  be  the  Son,  we  un- 
*'  derftand  him  to  have  come  forth  from  the 
*'  Father  before  all  things  that  are  made  '^ ;" 
—  when  thefe  expreffions  are  deliberately 
weighed,  expreffions  not  cafually  dropt,  but 
introduced  again  and  again,  and  accompanied 
with  long  and  laboured  explanations,  the  un- 
prejudiced Inquirer  will  be  fully  fatished  that 
Jullin  maintained  the  Eternal  Filiation  ;  and 
may  poffibly  be  difpofed  to  think  that  he 
maintained  it,  bccaufe  he  had  received  it 
from  higher  and  more  unerring  authority. 

That  the  teftimony  of  Irenasus,  the  fcholar 
of  Polycarp,  is  equally  ftrong  will  appear 
from  the  confideration  of  the  following  paf- 
lages.     *"'  This    Father,"    fays    he,  "  of   our 

"  T3  A«A^^o■«^To?  uirZ  I'vrs;  'YIOT  t5  ©sit.  Apol.  prim,  p,  94. 
Ed.  Thirlby. 

P  O  ^s  vVoq  ky.uns,  0  jaovo^  'f^'.yofj.iio^  kvoiuj;  vm^,  0  Xoyoj  is^o  Tu» 
'CJOiyiiJ.ot.rcov  xai  avmv  y.cij  yvjyuixtvo<;.      Apol.  fecund,  p.  JI^- 

"^  "ilov  uinlii  XcyopTic,  vcvyi;y.Ufji.iv  ovru  y.aj  -nr^o  isivjuv  'moir,fjiC(,Tuv 
uTco  rZ  YloLT^oi;  ^wdfj^ei  y.c^  ^d>.-fi  ts^otyMvTcc.      Dialog,   p.  353* 

T&To  TO  Tt!  am  «7ro  ^  TIoiTcof  '^^■fob^'/Jb6v  yinY.^/.x  c?po  laavTuv  Tuv 
vjoiriiJiXTUf  avitiv  t^  flarp,  x.  t.  h.      Dial.  p.  270. 
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"  Lord  Jefus  Chrift   is   revealed -by   Iiis 

"  Word,  wlio  is  his  So?i.  Now  the  Son,  al- 
"  ways  f^-exifting  with  the  Father,  long  fince 
''  and  from  the  beginning  reveals  the  Father, 
*'  &c.  '"  "  He  is  the  only-begotten  of  the 
*'  Father,  the  Word  of  God,  incarnate,  when 
"  the  fulnefs  of  time  was  come,  in  which 
"  the  Son  of  God  was  to  become  the  Son  of 
"  Man'."  The  20th  and  51ft  Chapters  of 
the  3d  Book  abound  with  proofs  of  the  Son's 
Eternity  ;  in  the  former  of  which  he  replies 
to  the  cavil,  fi  natus  eft,  non  erat  ante  Chrif- 
tus,  ''  oftendimus  non  tunc  coepit  Filius  Dei 
"  e-xi-ftcns  Jemper  apud  Patrem  ;"  and  a  little 
while  after  he  afferts,  that  "  the  Son,  the 
"  Word  of  God,  defcended  from  his  Father, 
*'  and  was  made  incarnate  \"  But  it  is  un- 
neceflary  to  accumulate  proofs  from  the 
fame  Author  ;  and  we  fliall  better  demon- 
ftrate  the  univerfal  prevalence  of  the  Dodrine 

■■  Ilic  Pater  Domini  noftri  Jefu  Chriili,  per  verbum  fuum, 
qui  eft  Filius  ejus,  per  eum  revelatur  et  nianifeftatur  omnibus, 
quibus  revelatur. — Semper  autem  co-exiftens  Filius  Patri,  ollm 
ct  ab  iuitio  femper  revelat  Patrem,  Sec.  Irenae.  adverfus  Ilae- 
ref.  1.  ii.  c.  55.  p.  185.   Ed.  Grabe. 

Again  p.  333.  Enarrat  ergo  ah  initio  Filius  Patris  quippe 
^ui  ah  initio  eji  cum  Patre,  &c. 

^  Unigenitus  Patris, — et  verbum  Dei,  incarnatus,  cum  ad- 
venilTet  plenitude  temporis,  in  quo  Filium  hominis  fieri  opor- 
tebat  Filium  Dei.  1.  iii.  c.  18.  p.  243. 

'  Filii/s,  Verbum  Dei  ^xiftenS;  ^  Patre  defcendens  et  incarna- 
tus. p.  245. 
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we  are  contending  for  by  introducing  feveral 
witnefles  than  by  extending  the  teftimony  of 
one.  We  muft  not  however  take  leave  of 
Irena^us  without  obferving  on  the  title  of  his 
work,  —  adverfus  Ha^refes.  For  the  natural 
inference  is  that  he  was  fully  perfuaded  the 
do6lrine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation  was  founded 
in  Scripture ;  as  into  a  work,  in  which  he 
was  labouring  to  eradicate  the  inveterate  er- 
rors of  Valentinus  and  the  Gnoftics,  he 
would  be  particularly  cautious  that  no  new 
one  fliould  sain  admiffion. 

A  well  known  pafTage  in  Theophilus ", 
though  it  is  couched  in  terms  more  congenial 
with  the  creed  of  Plato  than  the  language  of 
Revelation,  yet  contains  fome  aflertions  not 
irrelevant  to  our  point.  For  if  the  author 
does  not  infifl  on  the  Eternal  Generation,  he 
does  however  on  one  prior  to  the  Creation  ; 
and  that  Generation  too  is  predicated  both 
of  vlog  and  Xcyog.  If  he  does  not  exadlly  fay 
the    Filiation   of  the   Son   of  God    was    ab 


"  O  Xoye;  o  ra  ©sa,  o?  tr*  J^  YIOS  ctvTd'  w%  u<:  ol  'croiijTa*  y.etf 
t/,vBc'yBCi(pot  Xsynci  via;  cewi/  ejc  avi/ealu?  yivvufA.iy>3<; ,  a^.n  wj  a,\Y^n<% 
^tJT'yiiTiXt  Tov  ^0701',  Toi'  ivrot  ^mvavro;  bhccBeTo]/  in  xaspd'ia  Gin.  'm^a 
ya,f  T»  yivi^aj  Trerot  il^,^  avj/kiiiXot  sx-vth  vav)  y.cct  ^^cvr,s-iv  otru'  oTrsre 
ai  ryS/Ar/CTEv  5  Oils  'moivo'tM  ocx  i^nTwjerciio ,  tZtov  nv  'Koyoy  E FEN N FI- 
XE TBpotpocix.ov,  'mcjJTOToy.ov  isctc-zii  xTtVcWf,  a  nerucm  uvto^  tu  ?\6yoUf 
a.>i.a.  >.oio»  TENNHXAS,  j'^  -nS  Xofu)  ccvTa  ^.aTrawcj  o^iAJjy.  Thcoph. 
1.  ii.  p.  129.  Ed.  Ox,  and  again  p.  130.  ©tsf  tv  u»  0  Asyoj,  y-ui 
iK  QiS  vrilpvy.ui;,  k.  t,  7\. 
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aeterno,  he  yet  inculcates  the  identity  of  \}Mq 
and  "Koyoq,  whom  he  affirms  to  have  been 
eternal,  and,  by  alTerting  a  Generation  before 
the  Almighty  created  the  world,  afferts,  by 
implication  at  leaft,  the  previous  exiftence  of 
the  u072.  Not  Theophilus  only,  but  many  of 
the  Fathers  fpeak  of  the  Son's  going  forth  to 
create  the  world,  as  of  a  Generation.  In 
fa^,  as  has  been  often  fliewn,  they  apply  the 
general  term  of  Generation  to  his  Eternal 
Emanation  from  the  Father,  to  his  agency 
in  the  creation  of  the  world,  and  to  his  Na- 
tivitv.  But  it  muft  be  allowed  of  them  all, 
that,  as  they  aflert,  that  he  was  eternally  be- 
gotten by  the  Father,  the  word  Generation 
could  only  be  applied  by  them  to  the  two 
laft  Events  in  a  qualified  and  fubordinate 
fenfe ".  And  with  regard  to  Theophilus  in 
particular,  as  he  here  declares  that  the  Xoyoq 
always  was  with  God,  and  that  that  faine 
"koyoq  was  the  Son,  not  "koyoq  (rocpKu^eig  or  Xo- 
yog  svoiv^^coTT'^o-oig,  but  Xoyog  in  its  primitive 
and  abfolute  meaning,  independently  of  any 
fuperinduced  nature ;  we  certainly  have  his 
authority  for  inlifting  on  the  Eternal  Gene- 
ration, or  what  amounts  to  the  fame  thing, 
the  eternal  exiilence  of  the  Son. 

^  Vera  et  propria  Filii  generatio  ea  fola  elt,  quae  ex  Deo  Pa- 
tre,  ut  mentis  ipfms  oeternae  produ6lio,  ex  aterno  extitit.  Eul- 
iii  Defenf,  Fid,  Nic.  p.  208, 
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Athenagoras,  after  having  explained  to  the 
Emperors  Marcus  Aurehus  Antoninus  and 
Lucius  Aurehus  Commodus,  the  Chriftian's 
notion  of  God,  tells  tliem  that  belief  in  the 
So?2  of  God  alfo  makes  part  of  a  Chriltian's 
creed  ;  and  proceeds  to  inform  them  what 
he  underflood  by  Son.  "  The  Son,"  fays  he, 
"  is  the  Word  of  God  in  idea  and  energy  ; 
'^  for  by  hi7?2  and  through  him  were  all  things 
"  made,  the  Father  and  the  Son  being  one^." 
Again  he  calls  him  "  th.Q  Jirft  offspring  of  the 
"  Father,  not  as  having  been  made  ;"  and 
goes  on  to  elucidate  his  meaning  by  language 
borrowed  from  the  Platonic  Philofophy.  Here 
then,  whatever  obfcurity  may  have  arifen  from 
a  mixture  of  philofophical  and  evangelical 
language,  here  I  fay,  as  alfo  in  other  parts  of 
his  Defence  %  we  find  alTerted  the  eternal  ex- 


Mia.  y-cii  viirrSci-  On  thcfc  laft  word.-,  when  they  occur  foon 
after  in  the  Apology,  Billiop.  Horiley  remarks,  "  Here  indeed 
*'  the  Son  of  God  is  called  an  idea  and  an  energy.  But  it  is 
"  not  to  be  underftood  that  he  is  an  unfubftantial  idea,  or  ener- 
"  gy>  ^f  the  paternal  mind ;  but  a  living  idea  energizing  on 
"  the  matter  of  the  univerfe  to  ftamp  it  with  the  forms  of 
"things."  Controvcrhal  Trails,  p.  57.  But  Athenagoras  pro- 
ceeds, tupo^  etiiTU  yS  Kj  ui  aina  isicvra.  iyiiuro,  ivcn;  ouro;  i  Oar^cj  »^ 
5"  vi«*  &»To?  hi  §'  t-ia  i»  OaTgi,  >^  DaT^o;  Iv  vl-j,  swT^jr*  kcm  a:va.f/.H. 
'Ssuvjji.ccTOi,  vSf  xaif  T^oycg  &  UaTpos",  0  vlci;  y  ©£?.  Ei  Si  ot  iTre^fcoAjjf 
cvt-nuj  o-y.oTri7v  VfjiS'ii  'i-TretTtv,  6  ■:su7<;  rt  .fiaXETat,  i^ui  onx.  ppayjuii' 
vs-j^^Tov  yUrr.j.cx,  cJiiat  to)  Harp,    y;^   w;  yivo^ivn)/'  v..  T.  "K,     Athenag. 

Leg.  p.  3S.  Ed.  Ox,  16S2. 

^    iiti    TZi)   0iJ  y.'MJ  tZ  'uTCiP  uCtu  XoyiJ  v^m  nouixiy-f  ai/,£p»rw  'aatroi 

VTZaTtTXHTXl.    p.    yO. 
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iftence  of  the  Son,  and  his  original  Identity 
with  the  Xoyoq,  by  one  who  was  of  the 
number  of  thofe,  uVe^  AAH0EIA2  uoKvug  ku] 
rag  4'"%^^  BTTi^i^ovrsg^.  It  may  too  be  worth 
remarking  that  Athenagoras  enumerates  the 
Perfons  in  the  blelTed  Trinity  by  the  names 
of  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  \  Now  if  he  had 
thought  the  Son  was  a  title  expreffive  of  only 
a  temporary  relation,  which  commenced  at  the 
Incarnation,  and  was  to  terminate  at  the  final 
confummation  of  all  things,  it  is  not  at  all 
probable  that  he  would  under  a  name  ex- 
preffive of  fuch  a  tranfitory  charad:er  have 
defcribed  him  as  co-exifting  with  the  Father, 
and  the  Spirit,  who  never  had  a  beginning, 
and  can  never  have  an  end. 

It  is  of  no  confequence  that  we  do  not 
find  the  precife  phrafes  Eternal  Filiation  or 
Eternal  Generation  in  the  Ante-Nicene  Fa- 
thers, as  long  as  we  find  in  them  expreffions 
tantamount  to  thefe  words.  Nor  is  the 
adoption  of  that  phrafeology  by  the  Poft-Ni- 


^  Tk  ^/  ^  '^<ict^a;''mpoi;  tov  Ylccrsfcc  hoTvi^,  tJj  ■/)  y  Tlarpo;  -cr^a;  rot 
vlov  y.omuvici,  Tt  to  'zsvsvi/.a,,  t*;  v  h'  rocHTuv  evw-tij,  kco  oicup'n  iva- 
lA,Bvusi,    5  HvivixccToc,    §  Dai^o?,   y  n«TpoV.    p-  49* 

fis  yap  ©Eoji  (po(,f/.iv,  y.uj  v\6]i  toy  T^oyov  avm,  >^  YlviVjjt.ce,  u.yiov,  e^y- 
fA-iva,  p.  v.a.roi  ^vvx/jliv,  toi/  Tlari^oc,  tov  Tie*,  to  llnvf/.a,y  x.  r.  X,  p, 
iio.  So  too  TertuUian  ;  "  unus  Deus,  ex  quo  et  gracilis  Ifti 
"  et  formae  ct  Ipecles  in  nomine  Patris,  et  Filii;  ct  Spiritus 
"  lani^ti."  Adverl'.  Prax,  p.  501.  £d.  Par.  1 
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cene  Fathers  any  more  convincing  proof  tliat 
they  beUeved  in  the  do6trine,  than  what  we 
have  of  their  predecefTors  having  done  the 
fame.  The  truth  is  that  till  a  queftion  af- 
fumcs  the  ferious  afped:  of  controverfy,  a 
writer  does  not  think  of  clothing  his  ideas 
in  the  technical  language  of  controverfial 
precifion.  Thus  when  Clemens  Alexandri- 
nus  fays  that  the  Son  is  eternal  and  without 
a  beginning  %  he  muft  be  underftood  to 
fpeak  of  his  Generation :  for  in  another  place 
he  declares  him  to  be  God,  in  confequence 
of  his  being  Son  **.  Now  as  the  Godhead  af- 
cribed  to  him  cannot  but  be  allowed  to  be 
eternal -y  ib  it  muft  too,  I  think,  be  allowed, 
that  Clemens  would  never  have  affigned  his 
Filiation  as  the  caufe  of  that  Godhead,  unlefs 
he  had  believed  it  to  be  eternal  too. 

It  is  unnecefTary  to  refer  to  the  occafional 
proofs  which  are  interfperfed  in  Novatian's 
treatife  "  de  Regula  Fidei ;"  as  there  is  one 
whole  Chapter,  in  which,  whilft  he  is  refut- 
ing a  herefy  founded,  as  he  fufpedis,  on  a 
mifconception  of  that  very  verfe  in  St.  Luke* 


j^ov  ap'x/.v  Tf  y.cci  uvxp^Yiv  ri»  ovriov,  rov  vlov,    Clem,  Alex,  Strom. 
1.  vii.  p.  829.    Ed.  Potter. 

O  (pcciB^uirocTo;  ovtu^  €)sof,   0  toj  AeairoTyi  Tun  o'Kuv  l^to-wSsi?, — 
^OTI  ?»  vllf  ctiire,  y..  r.  ?v.    Clem.  Alex,  Cohort,  ad  Gent,  p.  85. 
*=  i.  35- 

which 
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which  is  prefled  into  the  fupport  of  Mr. 
Haw  trey's  Hypothefis,  he  maintains  the  prior 
exiflence  of  the  incarnate  Word,  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  Son  of  God.  They,  we  find, 
who  denied  any  diftin6lion  between  the  Son 
of  Man  and  the  Son  of  God,  ufed  to  allege, 
in  confirmation  of  their  doctrine,  the  words 
of  the  Angel  to  the  Virgin  Mary.  "  The 
**  Holy  Ghofl  fliall  come  upon  thee,  and  the 
"  power  of  the  Highefl  fhall  overfliadow 
"  thee:  therefore  alfo  that  Holy  thing  which 
"  Ihall  be  born  of  thee  fhall  be  called  the 
"  Son  of  God."  Their  Commentary  upon 
the  text,  and  their  inference  run  thus.  Since, 
fay  they,  that  Holy  thing  which  the  Angel 
tells  Mary  fliall  be  called  the  Son  of  God, 
is  the  fubftance  of  flefh  and  blood,  brought 
forth  by  Mary;  and  fmce  the  Angel  declared 
that  that  which  was  born  of  her  fhould  be 
the  Son  of  God,  it  follows  that  a  very  Man 
is  the  Son  of  God  ^  Novatian  in  reply  ob- 
ferves,  that  the  Scriptures  fay  that  Holy 
thing  ALSO,  intending  by  the  conjunction  et 
to  fhew  that  fomething  elfe  too  was  the  Son 

*'  Si  ergo,  Inquiunt,  Angelas  Dei  dicit  ad  Mariam,  "  quod 
"  ex  te  nafcetur  fanftum,"  ex.  Maria  eft  fubftantia  carnis  ct 
corporis  J  banc  autem  fiibftantiam,  i.  e.  fanftum  hoc,  quod  exl 
ilia  genitum  eft,  Filmm  Dei  efle  propofuit  :  Homo,  inquiunt, 
ipfe  et  ilia  caro  corporis,  illud  quod  fanftum  eft  di6lum,  iplum 
c\x  Fllius  Dei.    Novat.  Lib.  de  Reg.  Fid.  c.  24. 
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of  God  ;  that  the  offspring  of  Mary  was  fo 
in  a  derived  and  fecondary  fenle  ;  but  that 
the  Word  of  God  was  io  in  a  primary  and 
higher  fenfe  ^.    Mr.  Hawtrey's  opinion,  I  am 
aware,  differs   materially  from   the   heretical 
one  here  combated  :   but  as  he  fuppofes  the 
Filiation  to  have  confifted  only  in  the  Incar- 
nation, this  Chapter,   which  teaches  that  the 
Word  of  God  exifted  as  Sofi,  before  his  af- 
fumption  of  human  Nature,  is  equally  fub- 
verfive  of  both.     There  are,  it  may  perhaps 
be  faid,  fome  paffages  in  Novatian  for  which 
he  may  be  taxed  with  believing  in  the  ex- 
iftence   of  the  Word   prior   to  that   of  the 
Son;  and  his  language  in  the  31ft  chapter 
in  particular  may  be  urged  as  juffifying  the 
imputation.     Under   certain    reftri6lions    we 
allow  it ;  but  muff  deny  that  he  there  at  all 
favours   the  fuppofition  of  the  Filiation  be- 
ins;  coeval  onlv  with  the  Incarnation.     After 
having  declared  the  Being  of  one  God,  his 
words  are  ;   "  ex  quo  (fcil.  Deo)  quando  ipfe 
"  voluit,  Sermo  Filius  natus  eft."    But  if  we 
confider  Filius  as  put  in  appofition  with  Ser- 


s  Ait  enim  (fell.  Scrlptura)  propterea  et  quod  ex  tc  nafcetur 
JdJiihim,  ut  Ulud  oftenderet,  non  prlnclpaliter  hoc  fanftum, 
quod  ex  Ilia  nafcitur,— ^Filium  Dei  efl'e,  led  confequenter  ct  in 
fecundo  loco  :  pfrincipaliter  autem  Filium  Dei  effe  Verbum  Dei, 
incarnatum  per  ilium  fpiritum — Plic  eft  enim  legitimus  Dei 
Filius  qui  ex,  ij'/o  Deo  eft. 

mo, 
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mo,  the  feeming  inconfiftency  of  this  with 
other  paiTages  is  removed ;  and  perhaps  the 
words  which  follow,  "  hie  ergo,  cum  fit  geni- 
"  tus  a  Patre,  femper  eft  in  Patre,"  may  be 
thought  to  countenance  this  conftrudlion. 
But  be  this  as  it  may  ;  if  it  fhall  be  thought 
that  Novatian,  with  many  of  the  Platonic 
fchool,  taught  that  a  Filiation  took  place, 
when  the  eternal  Word  was  produced  or  ge- 
nerated by  the  paternal  will  for  the  great 
work  of  creation,  it  muft  ftill  be  granted 
that  he  believed  fuch  Filiation  to  have  pre- 
ceded the  Incarnation ;  and  muft  be  under- 
ftood  in  the  fame  limited  fenfe  as  the  paf- 
fage  noticed  in  Theophilus. 

Tertullian,  in  his  Apology  adverfus  Gentes,  ' 
fhews  us  that  he  thought  the  Word  and  the 
Son  the  fame  ;  and  whilft  he  afterts  the  Eter- 
nal Generation,  he  adds,  naturally  enough, 
that  it  was  the  reafon  why  he  was  called 
Son.  "  Hunc  (fcil.  Sermonem)  ex  Deo  pro- 
**  latum  didicimus,  et  prolatione  generatuniy 
"  et  idcirco  Filium  Dei,  et  Deum  did:um  ex 
"  unitate  fubftantia^ ''.  Again ;  in  his  trea- 
tife  De  carne  Chrifti,  he  fpeaks  of  him,  who 
being  already  the  Son  of  God,  aflumed  hu- 
man Nature  in  order  to  become  the  Son  of 

h  P.  19,    Ed.  Par.  1675. 
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Man '.  But,  leaving  thefe  detached  paflages, 
let  us  advert  to  his  comprehenfive  Refutation 
of  the  herefy  of  Praxeas.  It  cannot  be  dif- 
fembled  that  here  too  there  are  parts,  which 
favour  the  idea  of  a  Generation,  immediately 
preceding  the  Creation.  But  then  again,  in- 
dependently of  the  pafTages  jufl  quoted,  as 
he  beheved  in  the  eternity  of  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit, and  taught  that  he  proceeded  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  he  muft  a  fortiori  have 
believed,  that  the  Son  was  eternal ;  and  this 
term  Generation  could  only  have  been  ufed 
by  him  as  expreffive  of  a  traniltion  from  a 
ilate  of  comparative  quiefcence  to  one  of 
exertion  and  adivity.  If  the  ^  paiTage  in  his 
book  contra  Hermogenem  be  adduced  to 
prove  that  he  believed  the  Filiation  to  be 
only  temporal,  we  reply  with  ^  Bilhop  Bull, 
that  if  he  really  taught  this,  he  was  a  Here- 
tic. Tertullian,  it  is  well  known,  did  fome- 
times  play  the  Heretic ;  but  in  this  cafe,  I 
fliould  rather  think  he  meant  Son  in  his  hu- 


^  Ergo,  jam  Dei  Films  ex  Patris  Dei  femine,  i.  e.  fpiritu,  ut 
eflet  et  hominis  Films,  caro  ei  fola  erat  ex  homlnis  carne  fu- 
menda.  p.  321. 

^  Quia  et  Pater  Deus  efl,  et  judex  Deus  eft,  non  tamen  ideo 
Pater  et  judex  femper,  quia  Deus  femper.  Nam  nee  Pater  po- 
luit  effe  ante  Filinm,  nee  judex  ante  deliftum.  Fuit  autem 
tempus,  cum  et  deliftum  et  L'ilius  non  fuit,  quod  Judicem,  et 
qui  Patrem  Dominum  faceret.  cap.  iii. 

'  Defenf.  Fid.  Nic.  p.  235. 
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man  capacity.  Blfhop  Bull,  I  am  aware,  re- 
probates the  conjeclure  of  Bellarmin  (who 
thought  Filius  was  to  be  underftood  of  any 
holy  man,  who  was  the  child  of  God  by 
adoption),  and  feems  inclined  to  attribute  it 
to  downright  heterodoxy.  Bold  muft  he 
be,  who  can  differ  from  Bifhop  Bull  with- 
out feeling  that  his  heart  miigives  him. 
But  yet  as  Delidium  is  here  coupled  with 
Filius,  and  as  it  was  for  the  purpofe  of 
wajfhing  away  that  Delicflum  by  his  own 
blood  that  he  became  Filius  in  his  human 
capacity,  I  think  it  not  impoffible  that  Ter- 
tullian  meant  what  I  have  ventured  to  iup- 
pofe.  At  all  events,  it  is  not  to  be  reconciled 
with  his  aflertions  elfewhere,  to  fuppofe  that 
he  ever  dreamt  of  the  Word  being  the  Son 
of  God  only  in  confequence  of  his  aflumption 
of  human  Nature.  For,  when  he  was  grap- 
pling with  the  herefy  of  Praxeas,  which  con- 
filled  in  the  affirmation  of  fo  ftri^l  an  Unity 
of  Father  and  Son,  as  to  involve  the  cruci- 
fixion of  the  Father  as  a  neceifary  confe- 
quence of  the  Son's  ;  would  he  not,  had  he 
thought  the  pofition  tenable,  have  at  once 
demolifhed  this  herefy  by  declaring  the  phy- 
fical  Impoffibility  of  fuch  an  Unity  between 
a  Father  who  exifted  from  all  eternity,  and 

E  4  a  Sou 
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a  Son  who,  as  fuch,  only  exiiled  from  his 
Incarnation  ?  I  may  further  aflc,  is  it  not 
more  than  probablC;,  that  Praxeas'  herefy 
arofe  from  a  confufion  of  ideas  which  crowd- 
ed on  his  mind,  whilft  refled:ing  on  the  co- 
eternity  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  ?  This  ar- 
gument indeed,  founded  on  the  reply  which 
Tertullian  does  not  make,  as  it  is  only  a  nega- 
tive one  ;  and  this  conjed:ure  of  the  probable 
fource  of  Praxeas'  herefy,  may,  after  the  in- 
trodudlion  of  dire<5l  and  pofitive  evidence,  be 
thought  fuperfluous.  But  the  fad:,  I  think,  of 
Tertullian' s  filence  ftrongly  marks  both  his 
own  fentiments,  and  the  current  doctrine  of 
the  Age. 

Though  the  evidence  already  brought  for- 
wards may  be  thought  fufficient  to  demon- 
ftrate  what  the  Faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fa- 
thers was  ;  yet  there  are  fome  other  names, 
which  it  may  be  as  well  briefly  to  enumerate, 
in  order  to  fhevv  the  unbroken  feries  of  our 
authorities. 

Methodius,  it  will  be  allowed,  could  not 

have   afcribed   to   the    Son  any  Ihare  in  the 

creation  of  the  world,  if  he  had  not  believed 

in    his   pre- exigence    in    that   capacity ;  and 

that  he  does  afcribe  to  him  fuch  cooperation 

is  evident.     "Eft   Je  o  uiog-,   ij  Tsrcx.vro^vva.f^og  u,oci 

\ 
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K^dTotia,  yzia  ra  HoiTpog,  sv  ??  jttSTos  to  'sroiVj(TD(.L  rr^v 
vXtiv  e^  ^x,  ovTuv  KccTocaccr^si^.  Again  ;  he  de- 
fcribes  the  Son  as  himfelf  communicating  to 
the  Prophets  his  future  advent  in  the  fleih  ". 
And  laftly,  he  fays,  the  Almighty  faid  to  him. 
Thou  art  my  Son,  ly.<pDCivuv  fx.riTs  nPOSOA- 
TON  ctVTOu  TETV^.T^ivoii  TVjg  Vio^scTiocg,  fjLViTB  ecu 
XIPOuTrap^ovToc  reXog  £(r%?j;cei/ar  ccXXoc  sivcci  asi 
Tov  ocvrov   . 

Hippolytus  efteems  it  one  of  the  free  gifts 
of  God,  to  beheve  that  he,  who  before  the 
worlds  was  the  only-begotten,  was  afterwards 
born  of  a  Virgin  ^. 

Gregory  of  Neoccefarea,  in  his  Expofitio 
Fidei,  calls  him  an  eternal  Son  of  an  eternal 
Father  ;  and  fays  that  the  Father  was  never 
without  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  without  the 
Spirit  "J. 

Theodotus  defcribes  'srpuroroKog  as  yzvv7i^e\g 
c(.7fcx.-J0)g,   "UTigyig  axi  ysveo'iuox'^g  ttjj  oA7;g  sysvsTO 

/        /  \      '     /        r 

XTKTSUg  T£  KO(.i  ii(riccg    . 

I  cannot  quit  the  Fathers  without  again 
adverting  to  the  triple  Filiation  which  fome 

"  Photii  Biblioth.  p.  93;.    Ed.  Schott. 

"  Ibid.  p.  957.  ""  Ibid,  p.  960, 

P    Ot*  E'j^oy.ta.  Gta,  0  -apo  odtovuv  ijiovoyiyrtq  Iv  vrBfu  HOtipct)  ly.  irug^S' 

va  yiyivvmcii,  v..  r.  A.     De  charifm.  trad.  Apoft.  p.  246.    Ed. 

Fabric. 

^      AlOJOS  aid  It Ot;T6  HV  £>£A»9r£  -ZJTOTS  VtO^  lldTflf    UTi  VtU  11UI/lVj/.af 

«{.  T.  X.    Fabric.  Bib,  Graec.  p.  250.  torn.  5. 
^  Ibid,  p.  146.  torn,  5. 

of 
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of  them  taught ;  as  it  will  give  me  an  op- 
portunity of  introducing  Dr.  Waterland's  fen- 
timents  on  the  fubjed:,  and  of  drawing  the 
line  of  demarkation  between  Mr.  Hawtrey 
and  thofe  of  them  who  approached  nearefl 
to  his  fyftem.  The  teftimony  of  Dr.  Wa- 
terland  muft  be  confidered  as  no  vulgar 
voucher.  To  coincide  with  one,  who  feems 
to  have  left  no  recefs  of  Ecclefiaftical  Anti- 
quity unexplored,  and  who  never  failed  to 
apply  with  accuracy  the  refult  of  his  pro- 
found inveftigations  to  the  vindication  of  the 
Catholic  Faith,  cannot  but  infpire  great  and 
well-grounded  confidence  in  any  caufe,  in- 
volved in  the  opinion  of  the  primitive  Church. 
Dr.  Waterland  then  concludes  an  examina- 
tion of  fome  paffages  of  Juftin  Martyr,  the 
moil:  confiderable  of  thofe  wTiters  who  are 
Sometimes  fufped:ed  of  favouring  a  temporal 
Generation,  with  the  following  fentence. 
*•  Thefe  confiderations  convince  me  that  Juf- 
"  tin,  as  well  as  Athenagoras,  taught  the 
*'  flri6l  Co-eternity  of  the  Son ;  which  is 
*'  equally  true  of  all  the  other  writers '. 

The  moft  compendious,  and  at  the  fame 
time,  the  faireft,  mode  of  demonflrating  the 
wide  difference  between  Mr.   Hawtrey  and 

'  Fhfl  Defence  of  his  Queries,  p.  155. 
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thofe  Fathers  who  on  a  curfory  view  may- 
be thought  to  favour  him,  will  be  to  contraft 
with  his  hypothecs  the  moft  favourable  paf- 
fage  of  the  moft  favourable  writer.  That 
writer,  I  believe,  is  Hippolytus ;  and  that 
paflage,  as  follows  ^  **  Qualem  igitur  filium 
**  fuum  Deus  per  carnem  mifit,  nifi  verbum, 
"  quod  a  principio  fcilicet  filium  vocavit, 
"  quia  futurum  erat  ut  ortum  caperet  ?  et 
"  cum  filius  vocatur,  commune  nomen  amo- 
"  ris  erga  homines  fumit.  Nee  enim  Ver- 
**  bum  per  fe  et  Jine  came  perfe(5lus  filius 
"  erat,  cum  tamen  efifet  perfed;um  verbum, 
"  unigenitus."  This  paflage,  taken  in  an 
unqualified  fenfe,  is  glaringly  inconfiftent  with 
miany  others ;  it  is  inconfiftent  with  the  one 
already  quoted ;  with  that  in  which  he  af- 
firms the  Word  to  have  become  Son,  when 
God  faid.  Let  there  be  light ;  and  indeed 
with  the  general  tenour  of  his  ftyle  in  the 
1 6th  chapter,  in  which  he  comments  on 
the  Verbi  generatio.  But  as  his  words  are 
perfe5ius  Filius,  there  is  a  fort  of  gradation 
implied,  from  which  w^e  may  conclude  that 
he  annexed  fame  notion  of  Filiation  to  his 
prior  ftate  of  Exiftence  ;  and  may  be  thus 
made  confiftent  w4th  himfelf. 

*■  S,  Hippolyti  contra  Noetum,  c,  xv.  p.  242.   Ed.  Fab. 

But 


[     6o     ] 

But  further ;  the  phrafeology  of  the  Fa- 
thers fuppUes  us  with  an  argument  in  proof 
of  their  behef  in  the  Sons  co-eternity,  which 
"w^iil  extend,  almoft  indifcriminately,  to  alL 
Though  the  fa6l  on  which  it  is  grounded 
feems  to  be  doubted  by  Mr.  Hawtrey,  I  fliall 
at  prefent  affume  it,  as  it  will  be  neceifary 
to  prove  it  hereafter.  All  the  Fathers  apply 
to  the  Xoyog  fuch  epithets  as  f/.ovofsvvjg  and  tt^oo- 
roTOKog.  Now  as  the  terms  only-begotten 
and  generation ;  and  the  terms  firft-born  and 
filiation  reciprocally  imply  each  other ;  as 
where  there  is  a  firft-born,  there  muft  have 
been  a  filiation,  or  where  there  is  an  only- 
begotten,  there  muft  have  been  a  generation  ; 
they  who  explicitly  maintained  the  one,  im- 
plicitly maintained  the  other.  Upon  the 
whole  5  whatever  fliades  of  difference  may 
be  difcerned  in  the  language  in  w^hich  they 
fpeak  of  the  Son's  eternal  exiftence,  his  pro- 
cellion  and  his  nativity,  there  is  no  difcord- 
ance  on  the  main  point ;  if  they  thought 
his  Incarnation  a  Filiation,  as  it  undoubt- 
edly was,  they  did  not  think  it  the  only 
one ;  and  if  they  called  his  coming  forth 
to  create  the  w^orld  a  Generation,  yet  by 
their  application  of  only-begotten  and  firft- 
born  to  the  Xoyog,  they  muft  have  thought 

that 
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that  that  Generation  had  been  preceded  by 
another ". 

Thus,  then,  do  we  find  the  Fathers  of  the 
three  firft  centuries  aflerting  in  language  too 
confiftent  to  have  been  di6lated  by  errour, 
and  too  frequent  to  have  arifen  from  chance, 
the  Eternal  Filiation  of  the  Son  of  God.  As 
they  by  their  unanimity  afford  to  each  other 
mutual  confirmation  and  mutual  credit ;  fo 
too,  will  much  of  that  veneration,  with  which 
we  are  wont  to  recei\e  the  Decrees  of  the 
Nicene  Council,  be  \^'ithdrawn,  if  we  find 
them  innovating  on  any  doftrine,  thus  fanc- 
tified  by  the  voice  of  Antiquity,  and  the  mofl 
perfed:  harmony  of  the  Fathers. 

Before  we  proceed  to  examine  the  Nicene. 
Creed,  it  will  not  be  foreign  to  our  fubjed: 
to  obferve,  that  in  the  Greek  Formula  of  re- 
nouncing the  Jewilh  Religion,  as  given  us 
by  Cotelerius "",  we  find  a  profeffion  of  belief 
in  the  only-begotten  Son  and  Word  of  God, 
ra  eic  liarpcg  ttog  '^cuvtuov  rccv  cacovuv  y&vpvi-jsprog. 
The  Council  of  Antioch  too,  \^hich  was  af- 
fembled  fifty  nine-years  before  that  of  Nice, 
in  its  Profeffio  Fidei,  ufes  thefe  plain  and  de- 

"  Scd  quoniam  pr;eclatam  pneter  omncs  habult  in  fe  cam  quae 
eft  ab  altiirnno  Patre  genituram,  pra;clara  autem  iun6lns  eft  rf 
ea,  quce  eft  ex  \'irgiiie,  Generatione.  Ircn.  1.  iii.  c.  21.  p.  24Q. 

•''  Patres  Apoft.  toni,  i.  p.  50J. 
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cldve  words ;  "  ^  Hunc  autem  Filium  geni- 
"  tum,  unigenitum,  imaginem  Dei  invifibi- 
"  lis,  primogenitum  omnis  creaturze,  fapien- 
"  tiam,  et  verbum  ac  virtutem,  Dei  ante  fa-^ 
"  cula,  non  prscognitione,  fed  fubftantia  et 
'*  hypoftafi  Deum,  Dei  Filium,  cum  in  ve- 
*^  teri  et  novo  Teftamento  cognoverimus, 
"  confitemur  et  prsdicamus." 

A  little  attention  to  the  origin  of  the 
Council  of  Nice  will  give  us  corre<5ter  views 
of  the  obje<ft,  which  the  Emperor  propofed 
to  himfelf  in  convoking  it,  and  a  clearer  in- 
fight  into  its  final  decifions.  In  the  Eccle- 
fiaftical  hiftory  of  that  age  we  find  recorded 
a  difpute  between  Alexander,  Bilhop  of  Alex- 
andria, and  Arius,  the  founder  of  the  fed:, 
fince  diftinguifhed  by  his  name,  on  a  quef- 
tion,  in  the  fate  of  which  was  involved  the 
Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son  of  God.  For 
Arius  is  there  reprefented  arguing,  that  if 
the  Father  begot  the  Son,  the  Son  muft 
have  had  a  beginnmg  of  his  exiftence,  and 
thence  deducing,  as  a  manifeft  confequence, 
that  there  was  a  time  when  the  Son  was 
not  ^.    The  Bifhop,  Ihocked  at  fuch  an  Anti- 


y  Concil,  omnium  General,  torn.  i.  p.  545* 

*  <t)y/j-(i/  (fcil.  Arius)  i\  o  llarr,^  iysii)iv,ai  lov  vlov,  ccfyr,v  I'Kuf- 
Iew;  i'/ei  0  yv:VY,^cU'  "^  ^x-  Tara  ^rjXov,  on  riv  ere  ey.  vv  b  vlo;.  Socrat, 
1.  i.  c.  15.  p.  9.    Ed.  Reading.     Sozpm.  1.  i.  c,  15.  p.  31.  and 
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chriftian  doftrine,  refutes  it  by  fcriptural 
proofs,  introduced  into  the  circular  letter  *,  in 
which  he  pronounces  an  Anathema  on  the 
propagators  of  the  Arian  tenets.  Arius,  how- 
ever, had  his  fupporters,  for  a  fancied  object 
of  perfecution  will  never  want  them ;  and 
with  this  religious  difcuffion  was  foon  affo- 
ciated  an  intolerant  fpirit  of  party,  which 
Conftantine  by  the  mild  exercife  of  his  au- 
thority in  vain  endeavoured  to  fubdue.  Un- 
able therefore  by  the  influence  of  exhortation 
to  compofe  the  difference,  he  invited  the 
Bifhops  from  every  part  of  Chriftendom  to 
aflemble  at  Nice,  in  order  to  debate  and 
determine  the  queftion  ^.  Would  it  not  then 
be  matter  of  juft  aftonifliment,  if  in  the 
creed  of  this  celebrated  Council  we  fliould 
find  no  clue  to  guide  us  to  their  impor- 
tant decifion  on  the  fubje6l  ?  Would  there 
not  be  fomelhing  incredibly  perverfe  in  their 
condud;,  if  they  tranfmitted  to  pofterity 
their  fentiments  on  all  other  articles  of 
faith,  for  the  afcertaining  the  truth  of  which 
they  were  not  convened,  and  yet  withheld 
their  opinion  on  the  very  fubject  for  the  full 
and  final  difcuffion  of  which  they  were  ex- 

Theodorlt.  c.  li.  p.  7  ;  where  the  Hiftorian  diftlngulfhes  Alex- 
anJer,  by  the  emphatic  title,,  dTTo^oMKc^p  onyy.ciTojv  c-i  t-f)yoQo^ . 
*  Socrat.  c.  vi.  "   0,  vii, 

prcfsly 
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prefsly   aiTembled  ?    A  doubt,  I    am   aware, 
about  the  pafchal  feaft  operated  as  an  addi- 
tional  motive   for   conv'ening   the    Council ; 
but  that  can  only  be  confidered  as  a  iubordi- 
nate  one ;  or  whatever  be  thought  of  its  re- 
lative importance,  as  they  ad;ually  did  come 
to  a  determination  on  that  point,  the   pre- 
lumption   is   ftill   ftronger  that  they  would 
treat   the  other  with    equal   refped:.     If,  as 
Socrates   informs  us,  Chriftianity,  from   the 
difTenfions  which  this  controverfy  had  engen- 
dered, was  an  obje6l  of  public  and  theatrical 
derifion  before  %  the  circumftance  of  a  Chrif- 
tian  Synod,  fo  renowned  for  its  numbers,  its 
dignity,  and  its  talents,  meeting  for  the  ex^ 
prefs  purpofe  of  regillering  their  faith  on  a 
fpeclfic  article,  and  feparating  without  effec- 
tuating that  purpofe,  could  not  but  increafe 
and  perpetuate  the  derifion.     This  then  is  a 
llrong   a    priori   argument   for    there   having 
originally  been  in  the  creed  fome  declaration 
of  their  belief  in    the    Eternal   Generation  ; 
for  as  we  know  that  Arius  was  exiled  and 
his  dodtrine  profcribed,  their  declaration  muft 
unavoidably  run  counter   to  his  tenets,  and 
ftrike   at   the   very  root  of  his  herefy.     But 
here   arifes   a    difficultv,  of  no    2;iii;antic  fize 

J  '  CO 

c.  vi. 
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however,  out  of  an  opinion  which  Mr.  Haw- 
trey  has  ftarted,  that  "^  the  doctrine  of  the 
*'  Eternal  Generation  ftrongly  favours  the 
*'  caufc  of  Arianifm  '^."  To  me  the  opinion 
feems  not  for  a  moment  maintainable.  Un- 
lefs  the  creed  of  Arius  is  a  rhapfody  of  para- 
doxes, (and  I  feel  no  inclination  to  refcue  it 
from  fuch  a  charge,  though  its  general  boaft 
is,  that  it  is  confident  with  the  dedu<5lions 
of  reafon)  the  Eternal  Generation  could  not 
poffibly  be  maintained  by  him,  whofe  con- 
ftant  pofition  was,  ?i/  ore  idyc  ?v  o  'TIOS.  If 
this  be  doubted,  as  Arius  cannot  be  denied 
to  be  a  fair  interpreter  of  his  own  dod:rines, 
let  us  refer  to  his  Letters  to  Alexander  Bifhop 
of  Alexandria,  and  Eufebius  Bifhop  of  Nico- 
media  ;  in  which  he  fortunately  furnifhes  us 
With,  the  means  of  determining  what  his  he- 
terodoxy confifted  in,  by  explaining  both  his 
own  opinion,  and  the  oppofite  one  of  his 
Perfecutor,  Alexander.  In  the  firft  of  thefe 
Letters,  in  which  he  makes  an  oftcntatious 
enumeration  of  feveral  articles  relating  to  the 
Son,  in  which  he  profeffes  to  believe,  and  in 
which  he  affed:s  to  have  been  inftrudled  by 
the  Bifhop  himfelf,  we  flill  find  him  deny- 
ing his  Eternity  ^     This   fimilarity   of  fenti- 

*   Oi)^i   yap   EfJ*   ai'i'tsf,   yi  <rv»a/Jtoj.     Epiph.   1.  11.   tom.  li.   p. 

733.   Ed.  Petav. 
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ment  which  he  would  here  infmuate,  by  re- 
ferring the  origin  of  his  creed  to  the  Bifhop, 
is  not  to  be  reconciled  with  that  broad  dif- 
ference which  his  own  ftatement  here  and 
elfewhere  authorizes  us  to  fay  exifted  be- 
tween them.  In  his  Letter  to  Eufebius,  he 
himfelf  profelTes  to  believe  that  "  the  Son 
"  in  w^U  and  defign  exifted  before  all  time, 
"  but  yet  that  he  had  a  beginning  ;"  and  de- 
clares that  it  was  the  aflertion  of  that  com- 
?nencemcnt  of  the  Son's  exillence,  w^hich  was 
the  caufe  of  his  perfecution  ^  Aware  of  the 
congenial  reception  which  his  herefy  would 
meet  with  from  the  Biiliop  of  Nicomedia  ; 
to  him,  we  fee,  he  is  more  difpofed  to  un- 
bofom  his  mind.  But  that  he  really  and 
truly  believed  all  which  he  there  profeffes, 
the  extended  amount  of  which  certainly  falls 
fliort  of  a  belief  in  the  Eternal  Generation, 
may  reafbnably  be  doubted  ;  as  Epiphanius 
affures  us  that  he  modified  his  own  heretical 
tenets  by  an  hypocritical  affedlation  of  or- 
thodox terms  ;  Tsroocrz'TroisTTo  sipuveioi  toc  rr,;  oo- 
^o^o^iag  p'/if/.ccTa,  ^.  Let  US  give  him,  however, 
the  credit  of  fuicerlty  ;  and  even  then  he 
differs    moil:    eiTentially    from  his   adverfary ; 

»r,S^,   BK  i,v.     Ami   again;    .J(wJ'0/.'.e?a   &t»  tiirni'.ttj    APXHN   f^«   « 

vlo(;.    Theodurit.  c.  v.   p.  22.    Ed.  Reading. 
6  Epiph.  1.  ii.  toHj.  ii.  p.  720. 

for 
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for  he  maintained  that  there  was  no  iota  of 
time  conceivable  ib  fmall  as  to  intervene  be- 
tween the  exiftence  of  God  and  the  exift- 
ence  of  the  Son  ^.  In  conformity  with  thefe 
tenets  which  Arius  imputes  to  him,  Alexan- 
der, in  his  Letter  to  the  Bifhop  of  Conftanti- 
nople,  fays  that  ''  he  haftened  to  expofe  their 
"  infidelity,  who  fay,  that  there  was  a  time 
*'  when  the  Son  was  not^y  If  then  we  have 
fucceeded  in  fliewing  that  the  Eternal  Gene- 
ration w^as  maintained  by  Alexander  and  de- 
nied by  Arius,  the  opinion  of  its  favouring 
the  caufe  of  Arianifm  muft  in  candour  be 
abandoned  ;  with  Grabe  we  may  fay,  the 
Eternity  of  the  Son  is  "  e  diametro  Ariano- 
*'  rum  hffirefi  adverfa  ^  ;"  and  every  trace  of 
that  prejudice,  which  the  avowal  of  fuch 
opinion  was  intended  to  create  againft  the 
doclrine,  mufl:  be  obliterated  in  the  mind. 
For  the  reafon,  adduced  by  Mr.  Hawtrey,  as 
demonftrative  of  that  fupport  which  Arian- 
ifm is  to  derive  from  the  doctrine  of  the 
Eternal  Generation,  is  alike  vulnerable.  "  If 
"  the  doctrine  is  true,"  fays  he  ^  "  then 
"  Chrifl  was  always,  as  being  a  Son,  fubordi- 

Ae*  0  0£2?,  at)  0  YkoV"  avvvirct^yei  ctytvvnTox;  o  Ylo;  tw  Oito'  — 
«T£  IttwoIx,  ars  ccto[j.oj  tip*  OT^oa'yfi  c  ©eof  ra  Tttf.  Theodorit.  C.  V. 
p.  22.  ut  fujira.  *  Theodorit.  c.  iv.  p.  ii. 

^  Not.  in  Iren.  p.  138,  '  0£«j'9p7roj,  p.  i8j, 
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"  nate  and  inferior  to  the  Father;  then  was 
"  he  always  alfo,  as  having  the  Divine  Na- 
*'  ture  by  neceffity,  an  inferior  fubordinate 
*'  God,  which,  I  apprehend,  was  the  doc- 
"  trine  of  Arius."  What  the  doctrine  of 
Arius  with  refpe6l  to  the  Son  was,  we  have 
already  feen ;  and  though  the  doftrine  of  the 
Catholic  Church  certainly  is  that  the  Son  in 
his  pre-exifting  ftate  is  fubordinate  to  the  Fa- 
ther ;  yet  it  is  a  fubordination,  which  totally 
excludes  inferiority ;  it  is  a  fubordination  of 
order,  not  an  inferiority  of  Nature ;  and  he^^ 
who  has  not  firft  expofed  the  fallacy  of  Dr. 
Waterland's  accurate  diftind:ion,  in  his  De- 
fence of  his  Queries  "*,  can  have  no  right  ta 
confound  inferior  with  fubordinate,  or  to 
pafs  with  inadvertent  rapidity  from  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  one  to  an  ailertion  of 
the  other. 

If  Mr.  Hawtrey  fliould  fllll  impute  to 
thofe,  who  maintain  the  Eternal  Generation, 
an  affecliion  for  Arianifm,  we  may  fairly  re- 
taliate the  imputation  of  heterodoxy,  and  re- 
mind him  of  that  hasrefiarch,  Servetus,  who, 
according  to  Father  Paul ",  efpoufed  the  opi- 


""  Waterland's  Defence  of  his  Queries,  p.  71.  1S3.  300, 
302.  447. 

"  "  Defenfeur  de  I'ancienne  opinion  de  Paul  de  Samofate," 
Hiftoire  du  Concile  de  Treutc,  torn,  ii,  p.  14,  k  Londres. 

nion 


i    69    ] 

nion  of  Paul  of  Samofata,  which  opinion, 
we  have  already  feen,  the  Council  of  Antioch 
condemned  in  a  decree  which  aflerts  the 
Eternal  Generation ;  and  who,  according  to 
Beza,  "  Chriftum  contendebat  humance  dun- 
"  taxat  naturce  refpe^tu  Filium  Dei  dici,  id- 
"  eoque  externum  Filium  effe  negabat  °." 

To  reflime,  then,  our  argument.  The 
leading  object,  for  which  the  Synod  was 
convened,  makes  the  original  infertion  of 
fome  claufe  or  other  in  the  Creed  relating 
to  the  Filiation  extremely  probable  ;  and  the 
fadl  of  Arius's  banifhment,  who  denied  the 
Eternal  Generation,  makes  it  almoft  certain 
that  fuch  claufe  would  afTert  it.  And  in 
truth  we  have  the  authority  of  the  Epiftle 
which  the  Council  circulated,  for  contending 
that  they  did  actually  anathematize  Arius  for 
this  very  dogma  ^ ;  as  well  as  that  of  Sozo- 
men  for  aiferting,  both  that  they  themfelves 
maintained  the  Co-eternity  of  the  Son  with 
the  Father '',  and  excommunicated  thofe  who 
oppofed  it  \  This  train  of  reafoning  then 
may  perhaps  be  allowed  to  corroborate  the 


''  Beza  in  Epift.  Pauli  ad  Coloff.  c,  i.  15. 

TO-oTE  ore  ax  ^n.     Socrat.  Hift.  Ecclef.  c.  ix.  p,  26. 

'i  HvA^cclMi  de'ApEto?  jAiv  Toi?  TToc^  aini  £»gy/jotiK3K'    01  AE,  wj  0^,0- 
«'(7»o;  xai  SYNAIAIGS  £>»>'  'O  'YlOr  rZ  I'larpi.    C.  XV,   p.  33. 

'   Ta?  A£yo>T«s  nti  laoji  ots  hk  riv — ^dTny.rjpv^uv.   c.  xxi.  p.  39. 
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Opinion,  that  this  controverted  Claufe,  if  not 
adopted  by  the  Nicene  Fathers  whilft  the 
Council  was  fitting,  was  however  inferted 
by  them  immediately  after  its  diffolution. 

But  what  are  we  to  fay  to  Mr.  Haw  trey's 
inuendo  %  that  it  was  introduced  by  Eufe- 
bius,  who  was  fufpecled,  whether  juftly  or 
not  he  does  not  determine,  of  favouring  the 
Arian  caufe.  Moflieim  and  his  Annotator 
think  the  fufpicion  groundlefs  '  ;  but  be  that 
as  it  may.  Let  us  fuppofe  for  a  moment 
that  this  difputed  claufe  is  not  repugnant  to 
Arianifm  ;  and  even,  to  ufe  Mr.  Hawtrey's 
own  words ",  that  we  are  indebted  for  it  to 
the  indefatigable  induflry  of  the  Arians. 
And  indefatigable  indeed  they  muft  have 
been  in  their  induftry,  as  vvell  as  daring  in 
their  innovation.  For  Mr.  Hawtrey  allows 
that  it  was  in  the  creed,  prior  to  the  fecond 
General  Council ;  fo  that  really  one  does  not 
know  which  to  admire  moll ;  the  confiim- 
mate  effrontery  of  the  Arians,  who  could  fo 
foon  think  of  foilling  one  of  their  heretical 
tenets  into  a  creed  which  proclaimed  them 
heretics,  or  the  accommodating  inactivity  of 
the  orthodox  who  tamely  fufFered  it.    As  for 


•   ®iactBfbiwo^,   p.  18,3. 

»  Ecclef.  Hillory,  vol.  i.  p.  187.    Ed.  4to. 

^  Q(Ci>^^uiToc,  p.  186. 

the 
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the  audacity  of  the  Arians,  I  can  readily  ad- 
mit it ;  though  ftratagem,  I  think,  was  their 
chara^leriflic  rather  than  boldnefs  :  but  furely 
amidft  the  illuftrious  advocates  of  Chriftiani- 
ty,  and  there  were  many  of  them  in  thofe 
times  of  rehgious  conflid:,  there  would  have 
been  fome  who  would  not  have  been  fo  blind 
as  not  to  fee,  nor  fo  fupine  as  not  to  expofe, 
the  forgery.  Nay,  fo  palpable  muft  it  have 
been,  on  the  idea,  I  mean,  that  it  was  coined 
in  the  Arian  mint,  that  even  a  common  ob- 
ferver,  however  unaccuftomed  to  the  fubtle- 
ties  of  diftind;ion  or  unexercifed  in  the  arts 
of  reafbning,  could  not  have  caft  a  glance 
into  the  Creed  without  exclaiming,  "  non 
"  erat  his  locus.'* 

But  Baronius,  it  feems,  afTerts  that  the 
A6ts  of  the  Nicene  Council  had  been  loft 
partly  by  the  efforts  of  the  Arians "".  There 
are  thofe  who  think  that  Baronius  wa,s  mif^ 
taken,  in  fuppofnig  that  the  Ads  of  the 
Council  were  ever  committed  to  writing  ^  : 
but  even  if  they  were,  and  taking  the  paf- 
fage  quoted  by  Mr.  Hawtrey  in  its  moft 
comprehenfive  fenfe,  Baronius  does  not  fay 


^   Giav^^wTTo?,   p.  1 86. 

y  Baronium  decepit  Latina  iiiterpretatio  Athanafii  in  lib. 
de  Synod.  &c. — Critica  in  Annal.  Barun.  fee.  iv.  p.  90.  au6lore 
Anton.  Pagi. 

F  4  a  fyllable. 
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a  fyll^ble  of  their  having  tampered  with  the 
Creed.  And  in  fad:,  a  few  pages  after  this 
paiTage,  on  the  ftrength  of  which  Mr.  Haw- 
trcy  afcribes  to  the  claufe  in  difpute  an 
Arian  extraction,  Baronius  informs  us  why 
the  Council  inferted  the  additional  word  of^o- 
iio-iov  "".  If  we  had  not  already  proved,  Baro- 
nius certainly  would  for  us,  that  the  Council 
afTerted  a  Generation  abfolutely  eternal,  and 
that  the  Arians  denied  any  fuch  thing  except 
in  W//  and  defigiiy  ^eXii^un  zocl  /3»Xw.  Under 
this  reflridlion,  (and  by  the  help  of  a  little 
mental  refervation  they  could  underftand  it 
when  it  was  not  expreffed)  they  would  not 
have  hefitated  to  fubfcribe  to  the  claufe. 
The  Nicene  Fathers  therefore,  aware  of  their 
equivocating  arts,  added  o^oatnov  as  being  free 
from  all  ambiguity,  and  fecured  againft  all 
evafion.  But,  although  they  refifted  the 
claufe,  till  fortified  with  ofio^a-iov,  becaufe  it 
did  not  aiTert  the  Co-eternity  with  fufficient 
clearnefs,  yet  having  by  their  declaration  of 
the   Confubftantiality   of  the    Son  with   the 

*  Plane  imperfefla  efTe  oftendatur  et  informis,  quae  nee  Arii 
excludchat  impietatem,  et  nihil  peuitus  habebat  de  co-aequali- 
tate,  co-^ternitate,  et  effentia  Filii  cum  ipfo  Patre  ;  ac  proinde 
ejufmodi  efle,  qua  Arius  uti  pojjlt,  et  Ariani.  Quamobrem  ad 
eludendam  (ut  di61;um  eft)  vatriciem  et  fubdolum  confilium 
Ariani  hominis,  Confubftantiale  Verbum  Patri  jure  meritoque 
patres  addendum  putarunt.  Baron.  Annal.  Eccl.  torn.  ii.  p. 
393- 

Father 
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Father  once  provided  agalnft  the  Arian  fiib- 
terfuge  (and  for  which  Mr.  Hawtrey  ^  feems 
to  have  a  httle  aiFe6lion)  they  could  have  no 
longer  any  difficulty  in  admitting  it  •*  ;  be- 
caufe,  though  it  was  capable  of  being  dif- 
torted  by  Arian  duplicity,  unlefs  affent  alfo 
was  given  to  the  Son's  Confubftantiality,  yet 
when  coupled  with  fuch  alient  it  could  not 
be  deemed  liable  to  any  tergiverfation  what- 
ever. Upon  the  whole  then,  as  far  as  Baro- 
nius  can  be  made  to  prove  any  thing,  the 
Council  of  Nice  were  fo  far  from  not  fanc- 
tioning  the  doctrine  of  the  Eternal  Genera- 
tion, or,  as  Mr.  Hawtrey  fays  %  from  ex- 
punging the  claufe  w^hich  aflerted  it,  that 
they  only  paufed  about  the  infertion  of  it 
from  an  apprehenfion  that  it  might  not  be 
worded  in  a  manner  fufficiently  pofitive  and 
clear.  That  it  was  from  thefe  confiderations 
that  Archbifliop  Ufher  adopted  his  opinion, 
it  might  be  thought  prefumption  to  fuppofe; 
but  yet,  this  view  of  the  fubjed;  certainly 
points  to  the  fame  conclufion.  "  Nicaenos 
"  Patres  prim^  Symboli  parti  ab  Eufebio  ex 


•  Preface  to  OtM^fuirot;,  p.  13. 

*>  "  The  Arians  (fays  Dr.  Cave)  reprefented  their  propofi- 
"  tions  in  fuch  general  terms,  and  were  i^o  fiibtile  and  deceitful 
"  in  their  explications,  that  the  Fathers  thought  they  could 
'•  never  particularly  enough  provide  againft  them."  Apoilolici, 
p.  362.  <=  QexpBfumi,  p.  l8j. 

"  vetere 
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*'  vetere  formula  primum  propofitas,  et  ab 
"  els  plenius  explicate,  alteram  deinde  qua: 
"  fupererat  partem  adjunxiffe:  vel  eorum  po- 
"  tius  primaries  aliquos,  poft  folutum  Conci- 
**  lium,  id  effeciiTe  =*." 

But  to  whatever  clafs  of  readings  this  dif- 
puted  claufe  be  affigned ;  our  caufe,  even  if 
it  v\^ere  to  be  decided  by  the  general  tenour 
of  the  Nicene  Creed,  is  by  no  means  a  despe- 
rate   one.     In   that   Creed,    in   the   flate    in 
which    Mr.    Hawtrey    imagines    it    to    have 
come  from  the  hands  of  the  Fathers  them- 
felves,  uninjured   by   time   and  unmutilated 
by  Arianifm,  there  are  expreffions  applied  to 
the  Son,  which  could  not  pofTibly,  I  think, 
be  applied  to  him  by  thofe,  who  did  not  be- 
lieve in  his  eternal  exiflence  as  Son.     In  the 
£rfl;  place,  he  is  faid  to  be  o^o^a-iog ;   and  he 
flirely,  who  is  confubftantial  with  the  Father, 
muft  of  courfe  have  all  his  efl'ential  proper- 
ties, of  which  Eternity  is  one.     This  argu- 
ment is  fo  ably  purfued  by  Mr.  Stephens  in 
his  Sermon,  before  quoted,  where  he  ihews 
that   the    Fathers,  by   averting   the    Son   to 
have  been  begotten  of  the  fubftance  of  the 
Father,  aflert  the  Eternal  Generation  %  that 

^  De  Symb.  p.  9.  Append,  ad  UlTerii  Annales. 

*  So  too  Waterland,  p.  266,  of  his  fecond  Defence.  "■  I 
*'  might  add  further  proofs,  from  Jullin,  of  the  Son's  neccflary 
"  exiltence  3  the  fame  that  Biihop  Bull  has  produced  out  of 

"  him 
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I  have  only  to  remark  that  the  fame  reafon- 
ing  will  of  courfe  apply  to  the  fame  language 
ufed  by  the  Nicene  Council;  and  to  add  this 
ftronger  circumftance  in  juftifi cation  of  the 
fenfe  we  attach  to  the  w^ord,  that  Baronius 
informs  us  the  Council  purpofely  adopted  it 
in  order  to  record  their  belief  of  his  Co-eter- 
nity. Should  the  folidity  of  this  reafoning 
be  attempted  to  be  fliaken,  by  faying,  that 
as  the  Son  was  a  Being  compounded  of  two 
natures,  of  which  the  Xoyog  was  an  eternal 
one  and  manhood  an  affumed  one,  therefore 
Confubftantiality  is  afcribed  to  him  from  his 
union  with  the  former ;  it  is  a  mere  fo- 
phifm,  which  a  diftind:  view  of  Mr.  Haw- 
trey's  own  hypothefis  will  be  fufficient  to 
refute.  For  as  he  fuppofes  the  Filiation  to 
confift  in  an  union  of  the  Xoyog  with  human 
Nature  ;  it  is  evident  that  before  that  union 
he  could  not  be  Son,  and  of  courfe,  qua- 
tenus  Son,  could  not  be  eternal,  and  there- 
fore not  confubftantial.  For  Confubftantiality 
with  God  cannot  poffibly  originate  in  a  par- 
ticipation of  mortality,  but  muft  be  eternal 
as  the  Fons  Deitatis  from  which  it  flowed. 
Of  no  finite  being  then  can  this  Confubftan- 
tiality  be  predicated  ;  of  no  one,  as  fuch,  in 

"  him  for  the  ConfubftantialityjyJr  ivbatc-ver  proves  one,  proves 
"  both." 

any 
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any   relative    capacity,    for    the    commence- 
ment of  which  any  period  within  tlie  hmits 
of  time  can  be  affigned  :  but,  whoever  that 
Subjed:  or  Perfon  be,  in  whom  Confubftan- 
tiahty  with  God  is  inherent,  mufi  of  necef- 
fity  be   eternal.     That   Perfon,  according   to 
the  Nicene  Fathers,  is  the  Son  ;  fo  that  un- 
lefs   w^e  withhold  from  them  the    credit   of 
knowing   what  words  were    proper    vehicles 
of  their    own    ideas,  they    meant    to    aflert, 
what   in   point   of  fad;   they    do    ailert,    the 
eternal  cxiftence  of  the  Son.     But  further  ; 
the  Creed  fets  forth  that  by  him  (the  Son) 
'^  were  all  things  made."     Now  it  is  clear,  I 
ihould    imagine,    that    the    Framers   of  the 
Creed  would  not  have  attributed  to  him,  in 
the  capacity  of  the  Son  of  God,  any  agency 
before   the    creation    of  the    w^orld,    if    they 
had  meant  to  difown  a  prior  Filiation.    More- 
over the   Creed  declares  that  he  (the   Son) 
*'  came  down  from  Heaven,  and  was  incar- 
*'  nate"  &c.     If  then   St.  John's   expreffion 
that  "  the  Word  was  made  flefli  "  is  to  be 
conftrued  into  an  implied  affertion,  that  he 
was  only  Word  and  not  Son  before  that  pe- 
riod, this  expreilion  of  the  Nicene   Fathers 
that    the    Son   was    incarnate    muft    equally 
prove  that  they  believed  him  to  be  Sojz  before 
he  was  made  flefli.     I  do  not  mean  to  ba- 
lance 
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lance  one  authority  againft  the  otlier  ;  but  I 
cannot  but  maintain  that  upon  the  fame 
principle  of  interpretation  on  which  St. 
John's  language  is  made  to  prove  that  the 
Filiation  confifted  in  the  Incarnation,  the 
language  of  the  Nicene  Council  proves  that 
it  had  taken  place  before.  Laftly,  the  ex- 
communicating claufe,  annexed  to  the  Creed, 
fliev^s  that  they  meant  to  profcribe  the  doc- 
trine of  a  Filiation  which  was  not  eternal. 
Ti^V  og  Xsyovrocg,  y;u  iirors  ore  4k  tjv,  ^  4x.  tju  ttoiv 
yswri-jTivui  —  7]  rpSTrrou,  yj  chAaoiutov  rov  viov  rou 
Gen,   TaTisg  otvoc^i^jLocrkt^et  vi  koc^oKikt]  joxi  UTTogo- 

As  the  Doctrine  of  Athanafius  is  exploded 
by  Mr.  Hawtrey,  I  muft  of  courfe  wave 
every  appeal,  in  corroboration  of  what  has 
been  faid,  to  him.  But  yet,  I  muft  obferve, 
w^hat  indeed  will  occur  to  every  one  who 
reads  the  Hiftory  of  the  Nicene  Council, 
that  the  active  and  diftinguiflied  part,  which 
Athanafius  took  in  it,  would  hardly  have 
been  tolerated,  nay  w^ould  have  called  down 
rebukes  from  the  Emperor  and  the  Bifhops, 
if  his  Do6lrine  had  not  been  deemed  the 
Dodlrine  of  Scripture.  Inftead  of  this,  it 
muft  be  remembered,  he  was  foon  after  re- 
warded with  the  See  of  Alexandria. 

Thus  then  with  regard  to  the  Council  of 

Nice, 
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Nice,  it  iliould  feem  that  if  they  paufed 
about  the  admiffion  of  the  fufpe(B:ed  claufe, 
it  \^  as  only  till  they  had  guarded  againft  the 
trickeries  of  Arian  interpretation ;  or  that 
even  if  they  rejecfled  the  claufe,  they  did  not 
reject  the  doctrine ;  and  therefore  to  deny 
the  Eternal  Filiation  would  be  in  us  '^  a  de- 
"  parture  from  the  Nicene  Faith  V 

There  remains  to  be  examined  only  one 
other  topic,  which,  though  not  decked  out 
in  all  the  formalities  of  argument,  is,  I  fan- 
cy, intended  to  operate  as  fuch.  Eufebius, 
when  he  ftyles  our  Lord  To-puroyovog  Xoyog  is 
accufed  of  holding  language,  unprecedented 
and  unauthorized  ^ :  and  yet  a  critic  ^,  who 
was  if%  0  Tvx^v  ocvTjp,  calls  him  "  virum  in  re 
"  veteri  Chrillianorum  verfatiffimum."  If 
however  this  application  of  the  word  be 
really  unfupported  by  the  example  of  the 
Fathers  ;  it  ought  certainly  to  be  received 
with  fufpicion  and  diftruft  ;  and  might  per- 
haps, in  defed:  of  pofitive  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  be  confidered  as  a  proot  that,  in 
their  minds,  any  term  expreffive  of  Genera- 
tion could    not  be   predicated  of   the   Xoyog. 


^  Qixv^fwrro;,  p.  182. 

g  '<  Which,  I  fuppole,  was  never  ulcd  by  any  one^  prior  to- 
"  himfcir,"  &c.    0£a^%wTo?,  p.  182. 
^  Wclieling.  Probab.  c.  i.  p.  5. 

But 
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But  this  furmife  of  Eufebius  being  an  inno- 
vator on  the  eftabliihed  appropriation  of  the 
epithet  -nr^uroyovog  may  be  eafily  fliewn  to  be 
groundlefs.  It  is  not  for  the  fake  merely  of 
vindicating  Eufebius  that  I  will  endeavour 
concifely  to  oppofe  to  Mr.  Hawtrey,  the  flat 
contradiction  of  the  Fathers ;  but  becaufe 
this  vindication  will  fhew,  that,  by  the  lan- 
guage which  they  ufed,  they  muft  have  af- 
fociated  the  idea  of  Filiation  with  Xoyog. 

Thus  Juftin  Martyr  *  calls  the  Xoyog  nPXl- 
TON  TENNHMA  t«  BbS  in  one  place,  and  in 
others  w^uroroycog  ru  0e^.  Theophilus  ^y  we 
have  already  fcen,  applies  lyevvvia-e,  yevvr,(rxg,  and 
TirpuroTOKog  to  the  Xcyog.  Iren2eus  '  ufes  the  ex- 
preffion  "  unigenitum  Dei  Verbum."  Ta- 
tian  "*  fays  of  the  Xoyog,  both  that  he  was 
ioyov  7S-OUTQT0K0V,  aud  £v  xpxf  yswTi^eig.  Hip- 
polytus  "  in  one  paiTage  has  "  generabat  Ver- 
"  bum,"  in  another  Xoyog  ^ovoyBvvigy  in  ano- 
ther Xoyog  TToo  'srxvTuv  yiy^vvi^^ivog,  and  in  ano- 
ther Xoy^  yBveo-tg.  Tertullian  °  defines  Xoyov, 
"  Verbum  illud  primordiale,  primogenitum;" 


'■  Apol.  Prim.  p.  31.  54.  94-    Ed.  Thirlby. 
^  Ad  Autol.  1.  ii.  p.  Si.  129- 
»  Iren.  1.  ii.  c.  49.  p.  177.    -Ed.  Grabe. 
"»  p.  21,  22.    Ed.  Worth. 

"  Contra  Noetum,  p.  13.  17,  18.  et  de  Anti-Chrlft.  p.  14 
Ed.  Fabric. 

-  Adverfus  Prax.  c.  vii.  p.  504, 

and 
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and  fays,  "  qua^cunque  fubftantia  Sermonis 
"  fuit,  illam  dico  perfonam,  et  ill!  nomeii 
"  Filii  vindico."  In  Orlgen,  ^  we  find  Xoyi 
^ovoyivig,  and  in  Theodotus,  "^  TSTpurozTig-ov  Xo- 
yov. 

More  examples  of  the  fame  phrafeology 
might  be  adduced  ;  but  thefe  probably  are 
enough  to  anfwer  the  double  purpofe  for 
which  they  are  intended ;  and  he  who  re- 
fleds  on  the  ideas  conveyed  in  the  epithets 
here  applied  to  the  Kcyog,  may  perhaps  bold- 
ly aik  with  St.  Chryfoilom,  (piXovsiZ'ia-ag  rca 
f^ovoysveT  TVjg  viorvirog '; 

In  conclufion  ;  I  would  fliortly  notice  the 
verfe  in  the  firfi:  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians, 
which  gave  birth  to  Mr.  Hawtrey's  hypothe- 
fis.  "  Then  fliall  the  Son  alfo  himfelf  be 
*'  fubjed  unto  him,  that  put  all  things  under 
"  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all'."  And  here 
I  would  obferve,  that  as  the  confideration  of 
the  twofold  nature  of  our  bleffed  Lord  re- 
conciles many  feeming  contradidions  of  fcrip- 
tural  language,  fo  too,  in  our  endeavour  to 
explain  the  Apoftle's  meaning,  may  we  de- 
rive the  fame  advantages  from  the  confidera- 


P  Athanaf.  Epift.  de  Decret.  p.  23.^  torn.  i.  Ed.  par. 
^  Fabric.  Bib.  Graer.  torn.  v.    Ed,  Par. 
^  Chryfoll.  in  cap.  i.  Johan.  p.  22.  Ed.  Fronto  Ducae. 
'  c.  .\v.  ver.  28. 
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tion  of  that  laft  Filiation,  which  may  be  al- 
lowed to  have  taken  place  at  his  Nativity, 
without  involving  in  it  any  denial  of  a  higher 
Filiation,  or  any  infringement  on  his  Eter- 
nity. Then  fliall  the  Son  alfo  (that  is  the 
Son  Incarnate)  himfelf  be  fubjed;  unto  him 
that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  (that 
is  the  Godhead)  may  be  all  in  all.  This 
principle  of  explanation  has,  I  think,  all  the 
recommendations  of  Mr.  Hawtrey's  without 
it's  objed:ions  ;  it  gives  to  this  palTage  of  St. 
Paul  a  clear  and  confiftent  meaning  without 
forcing  a  new  interpretation  on  St.  John,  or 
impeaching  the  foundnefs  of  the  primitive 
Faith  ;  it  gives  to  every  fair  objection  a  fub- 
ftantial  anfwer,  and  to  every  real  difficulty 
an  eafv  folution. 
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IT  is  not  without  much  anxiety  of  thought 
and  diffidence  that  I  prefume  to  make  a  par- 
ticular enquiry  into  the  doc^lrine  relative  to  the 
Filiation  of  the  Son  of  God.  Deeply  awful  is 
the  fubjecfl,  and  important,  and  without  the  moft 
guarded  attention  may  be  mifreprefented,  and 
moft  certainly  will,  if,  forfaking  the  light  which 
the  Scriptures  afford  us,  we  prefume  to  decide 
upon  it  by  the  reafoning  of  conjedture  or  imagi- 
nation, or  by  the  authority  of  long  eftablifhed 
opinions.  Thefe  I  wifh  totally  to  difcard,  and 
humbly  truft  that  I  Ihall  offer  nothing  to  the 

B  reader 
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reader  upon  the  fubjed:,  which  does  not  flow 
from  thofe  facred  fountains  of  truth,  that  are 
alone  infallible  authority  for  the  doctrines  of 
Christianity.  . 

The  objedt  which  I  have  in  view  by  the  en- 
quiry is  certainly  of  very  great  confequence,  and, 
if  fuccefsfuily  accompliilied,  cannot  but  be  at- 
tended with  very  beneficial  effed:?.  For  fuch 
afluredly  may  be  called  the  removal  of  thofe 
difficulties,  which  obftrud:  many  well  meaning 
perfons  from  the  full  acknowledgement  of  our 
Lord's  divinity.  Such^alfo  muft  be  accounted, 
if  it  can  be  accomplilhed,  the  total  fubverfion  of 
that  fyftem  by  which  Arianifm  hitherto  hath 
been  fupported.  The  chief  pillar  on  which  the 
Arians  reft  themfelves,  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
Eternal  Filiation  of  the  Son  of  God.  This  doc- 
trine, if  ihewn  to  be  unfounded,  leaves  them 
without  any  apology  for  their  error,  and,  as 
Arians,  they  will  no  longer  be  able  to  advance 
and  fupport  thofe  opinions,  with  which  they  have 
perplexed  themfelves,  and  the  minds  of  thofe 
who  have  attended  to  them. 

As  then  fuch  are  the  beneficial  effedts  which 
I  hope  and  truft  v/illyflovy  from  the  prefent  en- 
quiry, let  me  befpeak  the  reader's  candour  to 
attend  me.  Let  me  flatter  myfelf,  that  1  fhall 
not  be  condemned  even  if  I  fliould  prove  unfuc- 
cefsful,  and  that  whereinfcever  I  fliall  fail  will 
be  imputed  to  the  weaknefs  of  a  good  intention, 

rather 
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rather  than  to  determined  error,  or  the  wilful^ 
nefs  of  a  perverfe  mind. 

It  is  pretty  generally  acknowledged,  both  by 
antient  and  modern  writers,  that  the  Gnoftic 
herefy  was  the  root  from  whence  originated  the 
Arian ;  although,  perhaps,  they  have  not  quite 
iatisfadorily  exemplified  in  what  manner. 

The  Gnoflic  herefy,  as  is  well  known,  con- 
lifted  of  a  great  variety  of  wild  and  phantaflic 
conceits  i  wherein  it  was  affirmed,  that  our 
Lord  was  an  inferior  being,  fent  from  the  Ple- 
roma  to  inhabit  the  form  of  a  human  fubftancc. 
By  degrees  thefe  errors  became  accumulated; 
jand  in  the  fecond  century  Valentinus  had  re- 
duced the  whole  into  a  fort  of  fyftem,  diftin- 
guiihing  and  chara(flerifing  their  various  imagi- 
nary JEons,  together  with  their  refpedive  gene- 
rations ;  which  generations  Ptolemy  had  the 
effrontery  to  endeavour  to  juflify  by  an  appeal 
to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John,  from  whom  they  af- 
fected to  have  derived  their  terms  KKvi^&ioi,  Xu- 
pig,  Movoysv'/jg,  &c.  This  may  be  fecn  more  at 
large  in  Irena^us,  lib.  i.  and  feems  plainly  to  re- 
fute the  opinion  of  fome  ingenious  men,  who 
have  imagined  that  St.  John  borrowed  thefe 
terms  from  the  Gnoftics  -,  whereas  Irensus  puts 
it  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  Gnoftics  profefied  to 
have  received  the  knowledge  of  thefe  terms 
trom  St.  John,  and  to  ufe  them  in  the  fame 
fcnfe  as  he  did.     This,  hov/ever,  I  only  mention 
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by  the  way.  That  which  I  chiefly  intend  to 
fuggeft  to  the  reader  at  prefent  is,  that  in  this 
generation  of  the  phantaftic  JEons  of  the  Gnof- 
tics  was  laid  the  firft  foundation  of  that  doctrine, 
which  teaches  that  a  Son  was  eternally  gene- 
rated in  the  Divine  nature. 

The  pofition  appears  to  me  to  be  moll:  aflur- 
edly  certain,  that  no  fuch  dodtrine  is  the  dodrine 
of  Scripture  :  and  although  this,  as  being  a  ne- 
gative, I  do  not  pretend  to  prove  -,  yet  I  think 
fuch  arguments  may  be  produced  to  juftify  the 
pofition,  as  can  be   deemed  very  little  fliort  of 

Droof. 
J. 

The  very  learned  and  refpedable  Bifhop  Pear- 
fon,  who  I  fuppofe  had  examined  this  matter 
with  as  much  accuracy  as  any  man,  in  proof  that 
God  always  had  a  Son  appeals  to  the  prophecy 
of  Agur.  The  learned  Prelate's  words  are, 
**  The  communication  of  the  Divine  EiTence 
"  by  the  Father  is  the  generation  of  the  Son ; 
"  and  Chrift,  who  was  eternally  God,  not  from 
**  himfelf,  but  from  the  Father,  is  the  Eternal 
**  Son  of  God.  That  God  always  had  a  Son, 
**  appeareth  by  Agur's  queftion  in  the  Proverbs 
"  of  Solomon  ;  Who  hath  ejiablified  all  the  ends 
"  of  f  he  earth  F  What  is  his  name?  and  what 
"  is  his  Son's  name?  If  thou  canft  tell."  But 
how  this  Ihould  be  a  proof  that  God  always  had 
a  Son  generated  in  his  own  Divine  nature,  is,  L 
own,  beyond  my  conception.    As  Agur's  words 
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are  exprefsly  diftlnguiflied  to  be  a  prophecy,  they 
may  be  a  predidion  of  a  Son  of  God  who  fliould 
be  manifefled  to  the  world  ;  but  farther  than 
this,  by  any  mode  of  reafoning  that  I  am  ac- 
quainted with,  they  do  not  feem  to  extend.  In- 
deed, if  the  dodrine  of  the  Eternal  Generation 
is  prefuppofed  and  adopted,  the  quefiion  may  be 
appealed  to  as  corroborating  and  confirming  the 
fuppofition.  But  the  point  is.  Does  the  quef- 
tion  of  Agur  politively  and  in  plain  terms  de- 
clare the  dodlrine  of  the  Eternal  Generation  ? 
This,  I  prefume,  I  may  affuredly  fay  it  does  not. 
It  is  merely  a  paiTage  which  may  be  thought  to 
coincide  with  the  do(5lrine  when  it  is  prefup- 
pofed; but  without  the  prefuppofition  cannot  be 
conceived  to  teach  the  dodrine,  or  any  thing 
appertaining  to  it.  Let  us  for  a  moment  diveft 
ourfelves  of  all  recolled;ion  of  the  dodlrine  of  the 
Eternal  Generation  ;  let  us  fuppofe  that  no  fuch 
dod:rine  had  ever  been  known  in  the  world  3  and 
then  let  us  fairly  and  honellly  fay,  whether  the 
words  of  Agur  would  convey  to  us  any  imagina- 
tion of  any  fuch  dodlrine.  AlTuredly  he  that 
had  not  heard  of  the  dodlrine,  nor  prepolTefled 
his  mind  with  an  idea  of  it,  never  could  be  in- 
duced from  thefe  words  to  infer  its  truth ;  for 
although  they  may  feem  to  imply  that  God  has 
a  Son,  and  even  that  they  do  not  imply,  if  the 
words  are  confidered  as  prophetical ;  yet  they  do 
not  teach  that  the  Son  was  eternally  generated 
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in  the  Divine  nature  -,  to  which  the  words  do 
not  appear  to  have  any  kind  of  relation.  In 
like  manner  with  regard  to  all  other  paflages  of 
Scripture  which  are  urged  in  proof  of  the  doc- 
trine. The  doctrine  is  firft  prefuppofed,  and 
then  the  Scripture,  from  fome  imagined  coin- 
cidence with  it,  is  urged  in  proof  of  it. 

There  is  a  paflage  in  the  fecond  Pfalm,  which 
is  often  urged  in  proof  of  the  received  do(flrine  : 
but  drop  the  preconceived  idea  of  an  Eternal 
Generation,  and  then  what  do  the  words  prove? 
*'  I  will  declare,"  faith  David  in  the  fpirit  of 
prophecy,  **  the  decree.  The  Lord  hath  faid 
**  unto  me,  Thou  art  my  Son  ;  this  day  have  I 
**  begotten  thee."  Now  a  decree  is  fomething 
that  is  determined  to  take  place,  and  muft  by 
neceffity  be  prior  to  that  which  is  decreed  ;  but 
that  which  is  decreed  is,  "  Thou  art  my  Son ; 
"  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee  :"  therefore  the 
Filiation  was  pofterior  to  the  decree.  It  is  alfo 
to  be  obferved,  tliat  the  word  tDVH  XTifxe^ov  is  a 
word  of  time,  and,  if  interpreted  as  we  are  taught 
to  interpret  it  in  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  iv. 
7.  cannot  poffibly  be  applicable  to  an  Eternal 
Generation.  **  Again,  he  limiteth  a  certain  day, 
**  faying  in  David,  to-day,  a-yifjLspov ,  after  fo  long 
"  a  time  j"  by  which  the  fignification  of  the 
word  is  fo  fixed,  tliat  it  cannot  be  applied  to 
Eternity.  What  is  here  faid  appears  to  be  very 
ilrongly  confirmed   by  Pfalm  Ixxxix.  27.  **  I 
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<«  will  male  him  my  Jirji-born^  higher  than  the 
**  kings  of  the  earth;"  therefore  it  was  to  be  a 
future  event.  Again,  Hebrews  i.  5.  *'  To 
**  which  of  the  Angels  faid  he  at  any  time.  Thou 
**  art  my  Son ;  this  day  have  I  begotten  theel" 
And  again,  "  I  will  be  to  him  a  Father ^  and  he 
**  JJoallhQ  to  me  a  Son.''  And  again,  "  When 
"  he  bringeth  his  firft-begotten  into  the  world, 
*'  he  faith.  Let  all  the  Angels  of  God  worlliip 
"  him."  If  he  was  the  firft,  and  eternally  be- 
gotten in  the  Divine  nature,  this  command  to 
the  Angels  to  worfhip  him  as  the  Son,  whom 
they  always  had  worihipped  as  the  Son,  mu fb 
have  been  fuperfluous. 

In  treating  this  fubjed:  it  has  been  the  gene- 
rally prevailing  error,  that  men  have  prepofTefTed 
their  minds  with  an  idea  of  the  truth  of  the 
docflrine,  and  then  have  applied  to  the  Scripture 
for  proof  of  it,  when  at  the  fame  time  their 
minds  have  determined  that  it  is  true  without 
that  proof:  the  abfurdity  of  which  mode  of 
proceeding  can  be  exemphfied  by  nothing  more 
llrongly  than  by  what  follows. 

Our  Lord  fays,  Jolin  iii.  13.  *'  And  no  one 
*'  hath  afcended  into  Heaven  but  he  that  came 
**  down  from  Heaven,  even  the  Son  of  Man, 
**  who  is  in  Heaven."  And  again,  John  vi.  (y^^, 
"  What  if  ye  (hall  fee  the  Son  of  Man  afcend- 
**  ing  where  he  was  before."  Now  if  the  mind 
is  prepofTefTed  with  an  idea  of  the  Eternal  Gene- 
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ration  of  the  Son  of  Many  how  aptly  will  thefe 
pall'ages  coincide  with  the  idea,  and  how  tri- 
umphantly might  they  be  urged  in  proof  of  its 
truth  ',  although,  taken  apart  from  the  mind's 
prepofTeffion,  they  are  no  proof  at  all  of  it. 
Confider  whether  it  is  not  exadlly  the  fame  with 
regard  to  the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Generation 
in  the  Divine  nature,  which  the  mind  firft  de- 
termines to  be  true  without  proof,  and  then 
applies  the  Scripture  to  prove  it.  But  quit  the 
preconceived  idea  of  an  Eternal  Generation,  and 
then  all  that  proof,  which  is  imagined  to  be  in 
the  pafTages  urged,  will  immediately  vanifh. 
What  proof  do  thefe  words  afford  of  the  doftrine  ? 
<*  God  fenf  forth  his  Son-y  God  fo  loved  the 
"  World,  that  he  gave  his  only-begotten  Son." 
I  apprehend  they  afford  none,  unlefs  you  fup- 
pofe  that  God  could  not  have  a  Son,  except  he 
was  eternally  generated  in  the  Divine  nature ; 
which  I  conceive  no  man  will  fay.  The  words 
indeed  prove  that  there  is  a  Son  of  God ;  but 
with  regard  to  the  manner  how,  or  when,  he  be- 
came fuch,  they  give  not  the  fmallefl  indica- 
tion. 

There  is  indeed  a  pafTage  in  Scripture,  Ro- 
mans viii.  3.  from  whence  it  has  been  thought 
that  a  filiation,  prior  to  the  incarnation,  may  be 
inferred.  **  For  what  the  Law  could  not  do, 
**  in  that  it  was  weak  through  the  ilefh,  God 
"  fending  his  own  Son  in  the  likenefs  of  fnful 
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*'  fi^P^i  ^"d  foJ*  ^1"  condemned  fin  in  the  flefh." 
From  hence  it  has  been  thought  that  it  fairly 
may  be  inferred  that  he  exifted  as  a  ^on  prior  to 
his  being  fent  in  the  likenefs  of  linful  fle(h.  But 
here  let  it  be  confidered  that  the  paflage  is  intel- 
ligible, and  the  expreffion  applicable  without  the 
inference.  For  who  was  it  that  he  fent  ?  Evi- 
dently his  Son,  ey  o^oiuy^cLTi  (rapzog  afjcocoriocgy  not 
meaning  thereby  that  he  was  his  Son  before  he 
was  fent  in  that  likenefs  -,  for  the  paffage  does 
not  appear  to  have  any  retrofpe(fi:  whatever: 
but  the  whole  intent  of  it  appears  to  be,  to  de- 
clare that  he  who  was  fent  in  the  likenefs.  of 
finful  flefh,  was  the  Son  of  God,  without  any  re- 
ference at  all  to  when,  or  where,  he  became  fuch. 
And  as  it  is  quite  beyond  the  intention  of  the 
paffage  to  refer  to  any  thing  of  the  kind,  fo  in 
the  fame  proportion  the  inference  becomes  an 
unlawful  one,  as  the  premifes  will  not  fupport 
it.  But  even  fuppofing  that  the  inference  was 
juftlfiable,  ftill  it  does  not  prove  the  doctrine  of 
an  Eternal  Generation ;  which  might  or  might 
not  be  true,  notwithftanding  the  ini^erence. 

However,  if  the  words  of  the  Apoftle  are  in* 
terpreted  according  to  what  appears  to  be  their 
true  import,  there  will  not  be  the  fmalleft  pre- 
tence for  inferring  from  them  the  dodrine  here 
fpecified.  'O  0eo?  rov  soivra  vlov  Trsf/.-'J^ag  sv  ouoiu- 
fzuTi  (Toc^Kog  a^ot^riocgy  **  God  fending  his  own 
Son,  conceived  and  born  in  a  manner  fimiiar  to 
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that  in  which  finfiil  man  is  conceived  and  bom 
the  Son  of  Man  -,"  or  in  fewer  words,  "  God 
fending  his  own  Son  in  the  manner  as  finful 
iiefli  is  fent."  New  if  you  infer  from  hence 
the  pre-exiftent  fiUation  of  the  Son  of  God  be- 
fore his  being  fent,  you  muft  by  necefiity  infer  the 
pre-exiftence  of  finful  flefli  before  its  being  fent; 
for  otherwife  the  refemblance  and  fimihtude  will 
not  hold  in  that  refpedl,  wherein  it  is  evident  it 
ought  to  confift.  Surely  it  is  fufEcient  that  he 
is  a  Son  when  he  is  fent,  without  requiring  him 
to  be  a  Son  before  he  is  fent.  The  pre-exifl- 
ence  of  the  fons  of  men,  before  their  filiation  by 
conception  and  birth,  would  be  ftrange  dodtrine, 
but  perhaps  not  more  ftrange  and  inconliflent 
with  Scripture,  than  the  pre-exiftent  filiation  of 
the  Son  of  God  prior  to  his  Divine  conception 
and  birth,  as  related  by  St.  Luke. 

It  has  been  thought,  alfo,  that  an  eternal  fili- 
ation in  the  Divine  nature  may  be  inferred  from 
Hebrews  vii.  4.  where  Melchizedec,  having 
neither  beginning  of  days,  nor  end  of  life,  is  faid 
to  be  made  like  unto  the  Son  of  God.  If  the 
refemblance  of  Melchizedec  to  the  Son  of  God 
confifted  in  his  having  neither  beginning  of  days 
nor  end  of  life,  then  the  Son  of  God  muft  have 
exifted  eternally  as  a  Son.  This  is  inferred  too 
haftily.  The  refemblance  is  placed  by  the  fa- 
cred  writer  in  the  Pricfthood,  a(puf/,o(coi^evog  h  tc^ 
vlca  T»  Qi'dy  ^ivii  le^evg  ag  to  ^n^vezeg.      Melchize- 
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dec,  we  are  told  at  the  beginning  of  the  chapter, 
was  a  Prieji  of  the  jnoji  High  God.  He  was 
King  of  Righteoufnefs,  which  is  the  inte:prtta- 
tion  of  his  name  Melchizedec,  and  King  of  Sa- 
lem, that  is,  of  Peace.  *«  Without  father  and 
without  mother,"  becaufe  neither  the  names  of 
his  father  nor  of  his  mother  are  recorded. 
"  Without  defcent,"  for  we  know  not  of  what 
family  he  was.  "  Having  neither  beginning  of 
days,  nor  end  of  life,"  inafmuch  as  the  day  of  his 
birth  or  of  his  death  are  nowhere  mentioned. 
**  And  remaineth,  like  the  Son  of  God,  a  Prieft 
for  ever."  Here  evidently  the  refemblance  of 
Melchizedec  to  our  Lord  is  flated  to  be  in  his 
Priefthood,  and  its  continuance.  The  refem- 
blance certainly  cannot  be  conceived  to  be  in  his 
being  Attutco^,  Ay.viTu^,  AyBveaXoyTirog,  nor,  as  I 
humbly  conceive,  will  the  refemblance  hold  in 
fjiTiTS  oipx^v  '^f/,spcov,  ^ijTS  ^ui^g  reXog  £%wi/  ;  but  if  it 
did,  it  would  prove  nothing,  as  no  inference 
could  therefore  be  derived  from  it  that  our  Lord 
was  a  Son  eternally  generated  in  the  Divine 
nature,  lince  without  being  fuch  he  might  be 
without  beginning  of  days  or  end  of  life,  and,  as 
being  the  "koyoq  united  with  our  nature,  he  cer- 
tainly was. 

There  is   a  great  variety  of  other  pafTages 
urged  in  proof,  as  it  is  imagined,  of  the  do(ftrine 
under  confideration ;  but  as  they  all,    I  believe, 
may  be  anfwered  in  pretty  nearly  the  fame  man- 
ner. 
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ner,  I  fhall  not  trouble  the  reader  with  them : 
only  let  the  idea  be  difcarded  with  which  the 
mind  is  prepoirefTed,  and  the  proof,  which  is 
imagined  to  be  in  the  pafTage  that  is  advanced, 
will  appear  to  be  altogether  defedlive.  1  lliall 
therefore  now  proceed  to  enquire  whether  the 
Scriptures  do  not  pofitively  teach  and  inculcate 
a  doctrine  different  from,  and  inconfiftent  with, 
the  docflrine  of  an  Eternal  Generation  in  the 
Divine  nature  ;  and  this,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
they  moft  affuredly  do. 

Different  and  inconfiftent  with  it  appears  to 
be  the  dodrine  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel.  Jo- 
feph,  as  we  are  therein  told,  is  warned  by  an 
Angel  concerning  the  Bleffed  Virgin,  in  thefe 
words,  TO  yup  £v  ocvryj  ysvi/yi^eVf  ex.  TlvevfzccTog  eg-iv 
dym.  Te^srcti  ^s  ulov,  and  his  name  was  to  be 
called  Jefus,  becaufe  he  ihould  fave  his  people 
from  their  fins.  The  EvangeHft  then  adds,  that 
all  this  was  done  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which 
was  fpoken  of  the  Lord  by  the  Prophet,  faying, 
'•'  Behold  a  Virgin  tv  yocgoi  IP&i  au)  Te^iTui  vloVf 
jccci  Kock^a-atn  to  ovofjicx.  ccura — Ms-S"  vifA.ccv  o  Qeog." 
Now  it  is  very  extraordinary  that  the  Evangelifl, 
in  recording  the  circumftances  which  related  to 
the  birth  of  this  Divine  perfon,  fhould  be  en- 
tirely filent  concerning  his  being  the  eternally 
generated  Son  in  the  Divine  nature,  if  fuch  had 
been  the  fa6t.  He  is  very  exa6l  in  recording 
that  the  Virgin  fhould  conceive  and  bring  forth 
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a  Son  ;  he  is  exaft  in  recording  that  his  name 
ihould  be  called  Jefus ;  and  he  is  particular  in 
applying  and  explaining  the  Prophecy  relative 
to  his  Divine  nature  ;  but  not  a  v^ord  is  faid,  or 
the  fmalleft  hint  given,  of  his  being  the  eternally 
generated  Son  of  God.  He  tells  us  plainly  and 
pofitively  that  he  was  Me^'  ^fjum  o  Beof.  But 
furely,  if  he  had  been  acquainted  v^'ith  any  fuch 
dod:rine,  he  would  have  faid  o  vlog  ©£»•  But  he 
is  altogether  lilent  with  regard  to  any  fuch  mat- 
ter ',  and  therefore  fince  neither  exprefsly,  nor 
by  implication,  can  his  words  be  referred  to  any 
fuch  thing,  we  fliall  furely  be  unjuftifiable  in 
going  beyond  him,  and  in  teaching  that  he  is  the 
eternally  generated  Son  of  God,  when  the  Evan- 
gelifl:  only  and  exprefsly  teaches  that  he  is  o 
Geog. 

I  might  urge  the  very  firfl  words  of  St.  Mat- 
thev/'s  Gofpel,  as  militating  moft  ftrongly  againft 
the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Generation.  Bi^Xcg 
ysvscrecog  Ivja-a  X^ig-a,  the  book  of  the  generation  of 
Jefus  Chrift :  for  here  either  the  Evangelift 
hath  not  given  us  the  true  yevsa-tg  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
or  the  do(ftrinecf  an  Eternal  Generation  is  merely 
of  human  invehtion.  It  is  true.  Dr.  Hammond, 
who  never  can  be  mentioned  but  with  refpedt, 
on  account  of  his  abilities  and  ftedfafl  attach- 
ment to  the  Church  of  England  and  the  Chrif- 
tian  faith,  puts  an  interpretation  upon  the  word 
•ysvsc-eug,  which  will  not  at  all  accord  with  our 
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tranflation  i  and  becaufe  the  word  does  not  ne- 
cefTarily  fignify   birth  or  generation,  but  jnay, 
and   often  does,  fignify  events,  fadis,   &c.    He 
therefore  would  give  it  in  this  place  the  latter 
fignification.     But  this  fignification,  I  fear,  he 
wiflied  to  give  it,  merely  that  it  might  not  fland 
in  the  way  of  the  received  dodtrine  of  the  Eter- 
nal Generation.     For  as  the  words  Bi^Ao?  ysve- 
(Tzuq  are  immediately  connecfted  with   the  gene- 
alogical account  of  the  filiation  which  follows  ; 
therefore  it  feems  that  they  muft  be  primarily, 
if  not  altogether,   referred  and  limited  to  that 
only.     But  I  pafs  on  to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke. 
St.  Luke,  in   recording  what  relates  to  the 
conception  and  birth  of  our  Lord,  tells  us,  that 
an  Angel  addreffing  the  Virgin  Mary,  faith  thus 
to  her :    **  Fear  not.  Mary,  for  thou  haft  found 
"  favour  with  God:   And  behold  thou  flialt  con- 
"  ceive  in  thy  womb,  and  flialt  bring  forth  a 
"  Son,  and  thou  (halt  call  his  name  Jefus.     He 
"  (hall  be  great,  and  Jl}all  be  called  the   Son  of 
"  the  Higheji:' 

And  again  he  faith  to  her,  "  The  Holy  Ghoft 
"  Ihall  come  upon  thee,  and  the  power  of  the 
"  Higheft  {hall  overfhadow  thee,  ^lo.  zoct  ro  ysv- 
''  vcofjLiVQv  ccyiov  }cX'yi^7i(rsroci  vlog  ©sd,  Therefore  alfo 
*'  that  holy  thing  v/hich  fliall  be  born  of  thee 
'*  fmll  be  called  the  So?i  of  God,"  A;o  propter 
quod,  on  which  account,  for  which  reafon,  he 
fball  be  called  l\\z  Son  of  God.  By  what  au- 
thority, 
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thority,  then,  are  we  to  fay  that  he  is  the  Son  of 
Ood  on  account  of  any  prior  generation  ?   Ob- 
ferve  it  is  here  ftated,   that,  by  the  Holy  Ghoffc 
and  the  power  of  the  Higheft  overfhadowing 
her,  a  conception  and  birth  was  to  take  place, 
and  a  fon  was  to  be  born,  and  this  fon  fo  born,  to 
yBvvujjiSvcv  ayioVi  jhdll  be  called  xXvi^Tia'ZTDci  vlog  Gsy; 
fo  that  it  is  evident  from  hence  that  his  filiation 
as"  the  Son   of  God  would  commence  from  this 
birth.     Prior  to  that  event  he  might  be,   and  is 
ftiled  TO  ayiov,  but  not  vlog  Qeh  ;  and  therefore  it 
feems  to  me  to  be  in  diredt  contradidiion  to  the 
Eva'ngelift  to  adopt  a  notion  of  a  Divine  Filia- 
tion prior  to  that  event.     The  words  of  the 
Evangelifl:  are  fo  exceedingly  politive  and  plain, 
that  one  would  wonder  how  the   received  opi- 
nion  concerning  the  filiation  ever  could   have 
been  admitted  :  for  if  the  ro  dyiov  had  been  eter- 
nally generated  in  the  Divine  nature,  he  had  by 
that  generation,  and  by  neceffity,   been   the  So7i 
of  God  y  and  therefore,  as  it  fliould  feem,  with, 
reverence  be  it  fpoken,  there  could  be  no  occa- 
fion  for  a  fecond  filiation,  in  order  to  make  him 
become  what  he  was  already.     But  here  the  fili- 
ation is  fpoken  of  as  an  event  that  had  not  as  yet 
taken  place,  as  an  event  that  was  to  be  accom- 
plifhed  at  a  future  period,  jcXTj^Tjs'eTUi  vlog  Qs-d,  he 
JJmll  be  called  the  Son  of  God.     Not  a  iyllable  is 
faid,  or    the   fmalleft  intimation  given,   of  any 
prior  generation,  which  furely  would  have  been 
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given,  if  it  had  been  a  fad:,  in  order  to  guard  us 
againil  conceiving  that  his  fiHation  confided 
only  in  his  miraculous  conception  and  birth  ;  a 
dodtrine  which  the  words  of  St.  Luke  do  {o 
plainly  and  forcibly  point  out  to  us.  If  the  title 
of  Son  of  God  was  to  be  given  to  him  in  confe- 
quence  and  on  account  of  his  wonderful  con- 
ception and  birth  of  the  Blefled  Virgin,  then  are 
we  not  to  look  for  the  origin  of  that  title  in  any 
prior  generation  :  but  St.  Luke's  words  are  too 
plain  to  be  miflaken,  and  therefore  the  confe- 
quence  cannot  be  denied. 

Different  likewife,  and  inconfiftent  with  the 
idea  of  an  Eternal  Generation,  is  the  dodrine  of 
St.  John's  Gofpel.  The  Xoyog,  he  tells  us,  ex- 
ited from  all  eternity  with  God,  and  was  God, 
and  he  made  all  things,  and  without  him  was 
not  any  thing  made  that  was  made  -,  and  this 
?^oyog  (Tup^  zysvBTo,  and  we  beheld  his  glory,  that 
is,  the  glory  of  the  Xoyog  when  he  became  flefh  ; 
**  the  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Fa- 
ther." Here  then  we  have  the  to  ccyiov  ytwco^i- 
vcv  of  St.  Luke.  Here  we  have  the  Me^'  ^^wj/  o 
G&og  of  St.  Matthew  ;  and  his  pre-exiftence  de- 
cidedly determined  to  have  been  not  as  the  ulog, 
but  as  the  Xoyog,  for  it  was  the  Xoyog  who  (ra^J 
eysvsTo,  that  was  manifefted  to  us  in  that  incar- 
nation in  the  glory  of  the  Son  of  God.  The 
Evangelift  doth  not  mention  the  feveral  particu- 
lars relative  to  the  mode  of  that  incarnation,  be- 
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caufe  they  had  been  fufficiently  particularifed  by 
the  two  other  Evangelifts,  and  becaufe  his  ob- 
je<ft  was  to  fupply  what  they  had  omitted,  and 
to  inform  us  who,  and  how,  the  ro  dyiov  exifted 
prior  to  the  incarnation  ;  that  he  exifted  from 
all  eternity  as  the  Word,  that  he  exifled  with 
God,  that  he  was  God,  that  all  things  were 
made  by  him,  and  that  without  him  nothing  was 
made  that  was  made  :  fo  that  hereby  the  Evan- 
gelifl  exprefsly  confines  the  filiation  to  the  union 
of  the  Word  with  man's  nature  when  he  became 
flefh.  Why  does  he  not  fpeak  of  the  ulog  as 
exifling  prior  to  the  incarnation  ?  for  if  he  was 
eternally  generated  in  the  Divine  nature,  he 
then  certainly  did  exifl  with  God  prior  to  the 
incarnation,  and  then  it  was  the  mog  who  be- 
came fiefh.  But  St,  John  exprefsly  fays  that  it 
was  the  Xoyog  who  exifted  with  God,  and  who 
became  flefti ;  and  therefore  the  words  of  St. 
John  are  oppofite,  in  the  moft  dired:  terms,  to 
the  doctrine  of  a  Son  eternally  generated  in  the 
Divine  nature. 

To  this  I  fee  not  what  can  be  oppofed,  but  a 
conceit  which  I  have  already  mentioned,  and 
which  appears  to  me  to  be  altogether  ground- 
lefs,  namely,  that  St.  John,  writing  againft  the 
Gnoftics  in  order  to  their  confutation,  makes  ufe 
of  the  terms  which  they  had  introduced,  and 
therefore  fays  Xoyog,  and  not  vlog.  But  the 
Gnoftics  themfelves  knew  nothing  of  this ;  for 
C  they 
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they  appeal  to  St.  John's  Golpel  as  juflifying  all 
their  wild   errors.     Ovrug,    fay  they,   o   luocwvig  J 
TTsp  TYiQ  TTpuTTig  Koci  fA,y}Tpog  Tuv  oXtov  Alcovcov  Oyooudog 
etoyjKe.      TloiTSpo!,  yoto  etpyjice,  Y.oci.  Xapiv,  xcti  Movoyevv;, 
Kui  AXtj^bixv,    koci  Aoyov,    Koci  Zut^v,    zoci  Av^pUTTOV, 
xo'A  EKKKr.a-iocv,    And  Irenaeus,  who  replies  to  this 
their  mad  perverfion  of  St.  John's  Gofpel,  ap- 
pears from  his  anfwer  to  have  known  nothing  at 
all  of  this  conceit ;  for  if  he  had,  the  anfwer 
would  have   been  fliort  and  decifive,   that  his 
Gofpel  was  written  exprefsly  in  oppofition  to 
them,  and  therefore   could  not  be  in  favour  of 
them ;  and  that  the  terms  Uutvi^,  Xupig,  MovoyS' 
vvigy  Sec.  were  ufed  by  him  purely  for  the  con- 
futation of  what  they  faid  concerning  thefe  fub- 
je(fls.      But  Iren^us,  in  his  anfwer,  is  quite  wide 
of  any  fuch  thing.     He  urges  them  only  with 
their  milinterpretation  and  mifapplication-of  StJ 
John ;  and   that,  according  even  to  their  own 
ftatement  and  rules,  what  St.  'John  fays  will  not 
agree  with  the  diftribution  of  their  i^ons.    Ac- 
cording to  them,  he  fays,  St.  John  will  not  have 
made  any  mention  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chriil ; 
for  if  he  hath  mentioned  UenTepoc  koci  Xa^iv,  kou 
Movoysvr,,  &c.  according  to  their  hypothelis  Trep 
Tnig  'TirpuTTjg  Oyococoog  ncvpce,  ev  j  hobttco   Iv^cnig  hobttu 
X^ig-og  0  ra  luocvva  h^oc<ricoc\og.     And  again,  that 
although  St.  John  fiys,  fpeaking  concerning  our 
Lord  Jefus  Chrifl,    whom  he  knew  to  be  the 
WoKD  of  God,  Koci  Q  Xoyog  (Toc^l  cyBV£To,  yet  that 

according 
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according  to  their  hypothefis,  sf%  o  Koyog  &u^^ 
ByeveTo  ;  and  fays  that  their  mifapplication  of  St. 
John  is  like  the  contrivance  of  him  who,  fe- 
le6ting  various  Hnes  of  Homer,  by  an  artful 
combination  apphes  them  to  a  fubjedt  of  which 
Homer  never  thought,  and  then  afcribes  the 
whole  to  Homer.  Now  this,  and  much  more 
which  he  hath  faid,  he  never  would  have  urged 
againft  them,  if  he  had  known  any  thing  of  that 
fhort  and  decifive  anfwer  which  might  have  been 
given,  that  St.  John's  Gofpel  was  profefTedly 
written  to  confute,  their  dodtrines,  and  therefore 
could  not-poffibly  accord  with  them  j  and  there- 
fore I  conceive  the  conje6lure  to  be  ill-founded, 
which  fuppofes  that  St.  John  ufes  the  term  Xo- 
yoq,  and  not  xnoq^  becaufe  he  was  contending 
againft  the  Gnoftics.  (Irenaeus,  lib.  i.  c.  i.  in. 
&  feq.) 

St.  John,  I  am  perfuaded,  ufes  not  the  term 
T^oyoq  from  any  fuch  caufe  as  that  which  has  been 
here  noticed.  He  ufes  it  becaufe  it  was  a  fad: 
and  the  truth  that  the  "koyoq  exifted  eternally 
with  God,  and  was  God,  &f^  becaufe  the  Jews 
were  well  acquainted  with  the  term  ,  for  it  was 
the  Eternal  Word  who  was  with  the  Patriarchs. 
It  was  he  who  was  with  the  children  of  Ifrael  in 
all  their  peregrinations,  and  brought  them  in, 
■and  eftablifhed  them  in  the  land  of  their  poffef- 
1  lion.  There  he  proteded  and  inftru<5led  them  ; 
there  he  continued,  notwithftandiug  their  vari- 
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ous  provocations,  fpeaking  to  them  by  his  Pro- 
phets, until  at  length  they  would  no  longer  hear 
him ;  and  then  prophecy  ceafed,  and  he  feemed 
for  awhile  to  be  withdrawn  from  them.  But 
he  hid  his  face  from  them  only  for  a  little  while, 
for  his  mercy  was  not  to  fail,  and  he  was  again 
to  come  to  his  owriy  and  to  remember  them 
with  an  everlafting  love,  if  they  would  receive 
him.  He  did,  and,  laying  afide  his  Divine 
glory,  by  a  myflerious  and  inexplicable  conde- 
fceniion  he  fubmitted  to  be  united  in  one  perfon 
with  man's  nature,  and  to  be  born  as  human  be- 
ings are  born,  and  by  an  incomprelienfible  ope- 
ration to  become  the  Son  of  God  and  of  man. 
Here,  being  a  Son,  he  fubmitted  himfelf  as  a 
Son  to  the  will  of  his  Father,  laying  afide  his 
own  will.  Here,  as  the  fon  of  man,  he  fub- 
mitted to  be  treated  as  a  flave,  to  give  his  back 
to  the  fmiters,  and  his  cheeks  to  them  that 
plucked  off  the  hair  :  but  notwithftanding  this 
humiliation,  this  inanition  of  himfelf,  he  never- 
thelefs  continued  to  be,  as  St.  John  defcribes 
him,  the  Word  who  was  eternally  with  God,  and 
the  Word  that  was  God,  but  who  had  now 
afflimed  the  character  of  vlog.  And  it  is  re* 
markable  that  St.  John,  although  at  the  begin- 
ning of  his  Gofpel  he  ufes  only  the  term  Aoyof, 
yet  after  that  he  has  faid,  'O  X^ycg  Tap^^  lyimot 
he  drops  that  term,  and  conflantly  ufes  the  word 
T*o$- ;  and  fome thing  of  the  fame  kind  feems  to 
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occur  in  the  beginning  of  his  firH:  Epi/lle, 
where,  having  firft  Ipoken  Trspi  tm  Xoyi£  ttj;  ^co-^g, 
he  then  afterwards  in  the  fame  manner  adopts 
the  term  vlog,  "  Our  fellowfhip  is  with  the  Fea- 
ther," and  with  ra  ula  uura  I'^jcns  X^ig-ii,  to  incul- 
cate into  us,  I  prefume,  that  it  was  the  Eternal 
Word  who  became  the  Son  of  God. 

And  here  I  know  not  how  to  refrain  from  an 
appeal  to  the  controverted  text,  concerning  the 
three  heavenly  witnelTes,  v/hich  afluredly  hath 
this  mark  of  authenticity,  that  it  perfedly  accords 
with  the  dodrine  of  the  holy  Evangelifl:  in  his 
Gofpel,  and  hath  moreover  this  internal  mark  of 
its  not  having  been  foifted  in  by  any  over  zealous 
Chriftian,  that  the  words  are,  o  nariy^,  o  AOrOS, 
zoc{  TO  uyiQV  Uvsv^oc ;  for  had  it  been  an  interpo- 
lation, the  word  would  mofi:  probably  have  beei? 
mogj  conformable  with  the  words  prefcribed  in 
baptifm :  and  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is 
always  fpecified  to  be  that  the  Father,  the  Soft, 
and  the  Holy  Ghoft,  are  one  God;  fo  the  inter- 
polator would  have  made  St.  John  affert  of  thefe, 
Tcoci  oVTOi  ol  T^zig  £u  etcTi }  for  other  wife  the  inter- 
polation would  not  have  accomplilhed  its  objed:, 
in  being  a  Scripture  proof  of  the  received  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity.  The  interpolation  is  fup- 
pofed  to  have  been  made  by  thofe  who  reje(5t 
the  text  as  fpurious,  confiderably  after  the  time 
of  the  Council  of  Nice,  when  the  dodlrine  of  the 
Eternal  Generation  generally  prevailed;  and  it 
C  3  was 
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was  conceived  that  the  Son,  as  a  Son,  was  from 
all  eternity  God  with  the  Father  and  the  Holy 
Ghoft.     But  what  a  wretched  advocate  for  his 
church's   docStrine   muft    the    interpolator  have 
been,  to  infert  fuch  a  text  as  this  concerning  the 
heavenly  witneffes,   in  proof  that  i^e  S072  was 
God  from  all  eternity  with  the  Father ;  a  text 
that  fays  it  was  the  Xoyoq,  and  not  the  Son,  and 
which  makes  the  Aoyo^,   with  the   Father  and 
the  Holy  Ghod:,  attefting,    bearing   record    in 
Heaven,  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  of  God.     If  then 
the  palTage  really  is  an  interpolation,  it  is  one  of 
the  moft  extraordinary  kind  that  ever  was  heard 
of:  fo  far  from  being  calculated  to  anfwer,  that 
it  is  calculated  only  to  defeat  its  own  purpofes. 
For  on  a  fuppofition  that  the  Son  was  eternally 
gener-ated  in  the  Divine  nature,   the  infertion  of 
this  text,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  Son,  as  a 
Son,  was  a  perfon  in  the  Divine  Trinity,  would 
be  to  prove  the  dired:  contrary;  and  that  the 
Son,  however  eternally  generated,  was  not  one 
with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghofl.    This  the 
text  certainly  does  prove,  when  it  aflerts  that  it 
is  the  Word  who  is  a  perfon  in  the  Trinity,  and 
one  with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghoft  ;  and 
that  thefe  bear  ivitnefs  in  Heaven  to  the  JiUatton 
ef  Jejus^  and  that  he  is  the  Son  of  God,  which, 
as  clearly  as  any  thing  can  do,  diftinguifhes  the 
Son  from  the  Word.     I  know  not  whether  this 
matter  has  been  noticed  before,  but  it  well  de- 
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ferves  confideratlon  :  for  if  this  pafiage  of  St, 
John  is  genuine,  as  I  am  fully  perfuaded  it  is,  it 
affords  evidence  of  the  ftrongeil  kind  in  oppo- 
iition  to  the  dod:rine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation; 
and  in  oppofition  to  it  alfo,  I  apprehend,  is  the 
docftrine  of  St.  Paul.  In  no  place  however,  I 
am  confident,  does  he  juftify  it. 

Galatians  iv.  4.  'Ore  os  ijX3-e  to  7rXv,pu^cc  ra 
XPOV\iy  B^UTrefetXau  6  Qsog  tov  vlov  ocuns  yevc^usvov  ni. 
yvvcctzog  yivof^svou  utto  vofjcov. 

Here  then  I  afk,  in  the  firft  place,  fuppofing 
the  filiation  to  have  originated  in  the  womb  of 
the  Bleffed  Virgin,  would  there  have  been  any 
impropriety  in  the  expreffion,  "  God  Jent  forth 
his  Son  ?"  If  there  would  not,  as  I  think  I  may 
without  hefitation  fay  there  would  not,  why 
(hould  we  feek  farther  ?  why  fhould  we  depart 
from  what  is  fo  obvious,  and  what  lies  fo  diredly 
before  us,  to  roam  beyond  the  bounds  of  all  pof- 
fible  knowledge  ?  We  all  know  that,  in  order  to 
a  true  and  real  filiation,  there  muil  neceifarily  be 
a  conception  and  birth  ;  and  that  where  there  is 
no  conception  and  birth,  human  language  vv^ill 
not  allow  us  to  fay  there  is  a  Son.  But  here 
evidently,  by  the  teflimony  of  St.  Luke,  were 
both  i  Jefus  was  conceived,  and  born  of  the  Vir- 
gin Mary  j  and,  for  the  reafon  alligned  by  the 
Evangelifl,  was  therefore  to  be  called  the  So?2  cf 
God.  But  I  can  read  of  no  other  reafon,  of  his 
being  fo  called,  affigned  by  any  of  the  facred 
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'writers.     The  pafTage  under  confideration  nei- 
ther afligns,  nor  implies,  any  other  reafon  of  it, 
but  the  contrary  :  for  when  the  fulnefs  of  time 
was   come,  God  E^ocTrsg-siXev    ez    yuvai'x.og    rov    vlov 
aura  yevof^Lsvov,  '*  fent  forth  from  a  woman,   him 
that  was  become  his  Son,**  not  him  that  was 
his  Son,   eternally  generated  in  the  Divine  na- 
ture :  the  word  yevoi^evov  excludes  all  prior   fili^ 
ation.     And  left  we  (hould  mifapply,  or  mifap- 
prehend,  what  is  here  faid,  the  Apoftle  feems  to 
guard  againfb  it  by  adding  yevoi^Levov  vtto   vofjcov ; 
fo    that   the  vlov  avra  ysvof^evov  sk    yvvoiiKog,  was 
yevofjcsvov  vtto  vo^ov,  not  tt/jo  irocvruv  ociuvuv*      This 
paffage,  therefore,  of  thfe  Apoflle  appears  to  be 
in  direct  oppofition  to  the  dodlrine  of  an  Eternal 
Filiation.     Oppofite  alfo  to  it  is  what  he  fays, 
Romans,  c.   i.  where,  fpeaking  of  the  Son  of 
God,  he  writes,  r»   yivo^ivn  ex.  a-7reof/,<x.Tog    Aa€<o 
KccToc  <rtx,px,ix.    T£?  ODKT^evTog  vln  Qsfs  ev  ovv(X.ix,ei,  koctoc 
TTveviMX  a.yiu(rvvyig  gr  cx.vocgu(riug  vszouv,   *'  who  was 
according  to  the  flefli  of  the  feed  of  David,  and, 
through  the  refurredlion  from  the  dead,  was  de- 
finitively (hewn  or  proved  to  be  the  Son  of  God 
by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghoft."    The  words, 
I  apprehend,  are  not  to  be  conftrued  as  if  the 
power  of  the  Holy  Ghoji  was  the  proof  of  his 
being  the  Son  of  God,  but  that  the  proof  was 
fj  oL\'oigot,(riuq  vbkocov,  that  he  was  born  the  Son  of 
God  by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.     For  it 
was  by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  that  he 
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was  born  the  Son  of  God,  and  the  refLirredtion 
from  the  dead  was  the  (definitive  proof  that  he 
was  fo  born;  and  herein  the  Apoftle  perfectly 
accords  with  both  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke. 

If,  then,  Jefus  was  hmited  to  be  the  Son  of 
God  by  reafon  of  his  conception  and  birth  by 
the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  or,  as  the  Apoflle's 
language  is  here,   sv  ^vva,fA,6t   kutx  Trveuju.a  ayiu- 
<ruvvigy  which  amounts  to  the  fame,  we  furcly  cannot 
but  be  greatly  reprehenfible  if  we  feek  farther, 
or  prefume  to  afTign  caufes  different  from  this, 
and  v/hich  are  the  iffues  only  of  our  own  uncer- 
tain fpeculations.     From  the  Scripture  only  we 
have  our  information  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  of 
God  ;  by  the  Scripture  only  therefore  are  we  to 
be  diredled  concerning  the  caufe  and  manner  of 
it ;  and  fpeculations,   without  decided   pofitive 
Scripture  proof,  are  on  this  fubjedl  wholly  inad- 
niifiible. 

And  as  the  Scriptures  appear  to  be  totally  un- 
acquainted with,  and  in  diredl  oppofition  to,  the 
do(5lrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation,  fo  I  believe 
alfo  were  the  Primiti've  and  Apojiolical  Fathers  ; 
in  whofe  writings  there  do  not  appear  to  be  any 
traces  of  any  fach  dodrine.  In  the  Epiftle  of 
St.  Ignatius  to  the  Ephefians,  vii.  we  have  a  paf- 
fage  that  is  in  as  dire(5t  oppofition  to  it  as  is 
poffible,  where  he  fpeaks  of  our  Lord  as  yzvvy\rog 
aoci  ocysvvviTog.  The  whole  paffage  I  will  tran- 
fcribe.      F.ig    luroog  eg-iv   c-aftKiKog  kui  TTvevf^ccTiKog, 
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yivvi/jrog  icai    ocyswriTog,    ev   crxoKi  ysvofjceuog  ©gcj,  iif 

'TrpcoTov  TTu^i^Tog  jcoii  rare  ciTra^Tig. 

If  the  holy  Martyr  had  known  any  thing  of 
the  dodlrlne  of  an  Eternal  Fihation,  he  durft  not 
have  exprefled  himfelf  in  this  manner  ;  or  if  he 
had,  and  the  dodrine  had  really  been  the  doc- 
trine of  Scripture,  he  could  not  have  efcaped 
without  moft  fevere  cenfure  ;  but  no  cenfure  has 
been  caft  upon  him  on  this  account.  Indeed  in 
later  times  men  have  tried  to  explain  away  the 
expreffion  ;  but  the  motive  of  this  being  fo  very 
evident,  little  regard  is  to  be  paid  to  their  con- 
trivances. 

Cotelerius,  in  his  note  upon  this  pafTage,  la- 
bours very  unfatisfadorily  in  order  to  give  the 
fenfe  of  no^i  faoius  to  ayevvTjrog  -,  but  whether 
written  with  a  finglcor  a  double  v  is  of  no  man- 
ner of  confequence,  iince,  however  written,  be- 
fore the  fignification  of  nonjaBiis  can  be  applied 
to  it,  it  mufl  firfl  fignify  ingenitus.  The  inter- 
polator of  Ignatius,  who  lived  probably  fome- 
where  in  the  fourth  century,  well  knew  that  the 
term  aytvv/\Tog  could  not  be  accommodated  to 
the  dodrine  then  in  circulation,  with  regard  to 
the  filiation  of  our  BlelTed  Lord  -,  and  therefore 
he  corrupts  and  perverts  the  whole  pafl'age,  la- 
Tpag  oe  y\^(av  eg'Hf  o  fjcovoq  etX'/j'^tvcg  Qeogy  o  oe,yivyv,rog 
xau  UTroocriTogy  o  rtov  oXuv  Kvpiog  rev  oe  fJLOvoyivo^j 
iroLTtip  Kcii  yBvvrjup,  and  then,  in  order  to  deflroy 
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all  pbffibility  of  applying  ayewviTog  to  Jefus 
Chrift,  he  adds  concerning  him,  rev  ir^o  aicavuv 
vlov  f^ovoyev'^  koh  Xoyov.  4//^^.^^ 

In  his  Epiftle  to  the  Smyrnasans/iig' words 
alfo  are  remarkable ;  where,  fpeaking  of  our 
Lord,  he  fays  of  him,  Kk^^ug  ovra.  bk  ysvovg  AocCiS 
xocTcc  crxpaoi,  vlov  €)eov  Kccra  ^sKTjy^a,  tcoci  ovvcauiv 
Gbov  ysyevvYiixevov  aXyi^ug  bk  Trocp^Bvu.  If  we  inter- 
pret thefe  latter  words,  as  ailuredly  they  may  be 
interpreted,  **  Born  truly  the  Son  of  God  of 
the  Virgin,  according  to  the  will  and  power  of 
God,"  they  are  in  dired:  oppolition  to  the  doc- 
trine of  an  Eternal  Filiation,  and  exprefs  plainly 
the  fame  dodtrineas  St.  Luke's.  In  our  printed 
copies,  indeed,  the  words  are  pointed  fo,  as  if  they 
were  not  to  be  interpreted  in  this  manner ;  but 
mod  probably  the  pointing  is  wrong,  as  the  word 
uXyj^ug  is  twice  ufed;  **  being  ocX^j^ug  of  the 
"  race  of  David,  according  to  the  fiejht  and  aAij- 
**  %?  born  the  Son  of  God,  of  the  Virgin,  ac- 
**  cording  to  the  will  and  power  of  God,''  As  he 
was  in  truth  of  the  race  of  David  according  to 
the  flefli,  fo  was  he  in  truth  born  the  Son  of 
God,  of  the  Virgin. 

Clemens,  in  his  firft  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthi- 
ans, xxxii,  fays,  E^J  aur»  [Qea  Jcilicet)  o  Kvpiog 
Ii^a-ng  TO  xoiToi  coi^Koc,  The  expreffion,  perhaps, 
is  fingular ;  but  it  feems  to  intimate,  that  in  his 
conception,  Ef  ccvth  a>c  tjv  to  ycoLTo.  S^earijTa,  which 
yet  he  muft  have  been  if  he  was  eternaliy  gene- 
rated 
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rated  in  the  Divine  nature  ;  and  therefore  ft  ap- 
pears that  Clemens  alfo  was  a  ft  ranger  to  this 
do(flrine.  And  this  appears  yet  more  plainly  by 
what  he  fays  in  his  fecond  Epiftle,  ix.  'O  Iijo-yj 
'Koi^oi;   0    KUDioi;,    o    (roxrotq  'yjf/,txg    uv  f^sv    to  ttocotov 

Had  he  known  any  thing  of  the  dodtrine  of  an 
Eternal  Filiation,  or  had  it  been  current  in  his 
days,  he  naturally  would  have  faid,  "  who  being 
Jirjl  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  became  fleflii"  but 
he  fays,  uv  fizv  ro  tt^utov  TTveufXrCc. 

In  what  remains  to  us  of  the  Greek  of  the 
Epiftle  of  Polycarp,  there  does  not  appear  to  be 
any  thing  which  requires  to  be  particularly  no- 
ticed. But  in  the  antient  Latin  verfion  of  this 
Epiftle,  xii.  we  have  thefe  words,  Deus  autem 
&  pater  Domini  nojlri  'Jefu  Chrijii',  et  ipjefem^ 
pifernus  Pontifex,  Dei  Filius  Chrijlus  Jefus, 
iedificet  vos,  &c.  This  furely  does  not  favour 
at  all  of  the  received  do6lrine;  forbad  he  known 
any  thing  of  it,  he  moft  probably  would  have 
faid  Sempiternus  Filius  Dei,  or  Sempiteriius  Pon- 
tifex  &  Filius  Dei ;  fo  that  it  is  very  probable 
that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  received  dod:rine. 

In  the  Paftor  of  Hernias  I  have  not  met  with 
any  thing  properly  applicable  to  the  fubjedt, 
either  the  one  way  or  the  other  -,  nor  much  in 
the  Epiftle  of  Barnabas.  There  is,  indeed,  in 
St.  Barnabas  one  folitary  exprcftion,  which  may 
be  laid  hold  of  by  thofe  who  favour  the  dodtrine 
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of  an  Eternal  Filiation,  Oukhv  o  vlog  rev  ©e^.e? 
TUTo  riX^s  ev  (tcc^ki  ;  which  feems  to  imply  that 
he  was  the  Son  of  God  before  he  came  in  the 
flefh.  But  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  much  iti 
this.  Had  it  been  aura  crapKu,  it  might  then 
have  had  fome  little  appearance  of  greater  proba- 
bility ;  but  as  it  is,  it  fignifies  only  that  the  Son 
of  God  came,  and  was  manifeded  by  the  incar- 
nation. 

I  have  before  obferved,  that,  when  in  the 
Scripture  it  is  faid  that  "  God  fent  his  Son,"  it 
is  urged  that  he  mufl  have  been  his  Son  before 
he  fent  him  -,  and  fo  in  this  pafiage  of  St.  Bar- 
nabas it  may  be  urged  that  he  muft  have  been 
the  Son  of  God,  before  it  could  be  faid  that  the 
Son  of  God  came  in  the  flefh  ;  all  which  is  very 
true  in  one  fenfe.  But  there  is  a  fallacy  in  this 
matter,  which  may  eafily  be  removed,  by  conli- 
dering  what  the  Scripture  teaches  us,  as  hath  al- 
ready been  fhewn  ;  that  the  Son  of  God  was  ge- 
nerated in  the  womb  of  the  Blelled  Virgin  by  the 
union  ofthey.oyog  with  man's  nature,  through  the 
power  of  the  Holy  Ghoftj  that  from  thence  he 
came  eu  (roc^x.i^  and  from  thence  God  fent  his  Son 
into  the  world ;  fo  that  by  this  moft  amazing 
and  wonderful  generation  he  was  moft  truly  the 
Son  of  God  prior  to  his  coming  in  the  flefh,  and 
prior  to  his  being  fent  into  the  world  ;  which,  I 
apprehend,  is  fo  full  a  folution  of  the  difficulty, 
riiat  I  think  we  fhall  have  no  iuft  caufe  to  ima- 
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-gifte  that  St.  Barnabas  entertained  any  opinion 
upon  this  fubjetit  different  from  the  other  Apof- 
tolical  Fathers,  who  certainly  do  not  appear  to 
have  adopted,  or  to  have  known  any  thing  of  the 
doctrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation. 
'  Concurring  likewife  with  the  Apoftolical 
Fathers  is  the  dodirine  of  the  Apoftles'  Creed, 
which,  whether  compofed  by  the  Apoilles 
themfelves,  or  after  their  tinries,  very  ftrongly 
proves  that  the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation 
^vas  unknown  at  that  time,  and  plainly  teaches 
that  the  filiation  of  the  Son  of  God  was  in  his 
being  "  conceived  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  born 
of  the  Virgin  Mary."  I  believe  (faith  the  Creed) 
in  God,  the  Father  Almighty y  and  in  'Jefus 
Chrijl,  his  only  Son  our  Lord -,  and  then  declaring 
how,  and  in  what  manner,  he  was  the  Son  of 
God,  it  adds,  who  was  conceived  of  the  Holy 
Ghojiy  borii  of  the  Virgin  Mary  -,  and  all  in 
flri^L  conformity  with  the  doftrine  of  the  Evan- 
gelifts.  We  all  know,  that,  in  order  to  a  true 
and  real  filiation,  there  neceffarily  muft  be  a  con- 
ception and  birth  ;  and  therefore  the  Creed, 
having  affirmed  that  Jefus  Chrift  ^  the  Son  of 
God,  fubjoins  the  manner  in  which  he  became 
tlie  Son  of  God,  by  a  conception  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  and  a  birth  of  the  Virgin  Mary;  and  this 
with  the  greateft  propriety,  that  we  might  not 
be  left  to  conje6lure  concerning  the  manner  in 
which  he  was  the  Son  of  God.     Now  will  it 
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not  be  a  juft  and  true  conclufion  from  hence* 
that,  with  a  reference  to  this  conception  and 
birth,  he  is  ftyled  fjiovoyn"r}g  ?  But  then  how  will 
this  term,  thus  appUed,  agree  with  the  genera- 
tion of  a  Son  of  God  prior  to  this  eternally  in 
the  Divine  nature  ?  For  ^ovoyzv/ig  will  as  truly 
fignify  that  there  was  but  one  generation  of  the 
Son  of  God,  as  that  there  was  but  one  Son  of 
God  generated. 

It  mud  not,  however,  be  dilTembled,  that  foon 
after  thefe  times  the  doftrine  began  to  make  its 
appearance,  and  the  Xoyog  was  fuppofed  to  have 
been  eternally  generated  by  the  Supreme  Deity  ; 
which  feems  to  have  been  the  doctrine  of  Juftin 
Martyr,  and  fome  others.  Juftin  Martyr  was 
certainly  a  very  refpc6table  charader,  and  a  zeal- 
ous Chriflian  3  but,  in  point  of  information  and 
judgement,  was  not  quite  (o  accurate  as  might 
have  been  wifhed.  Originally  he  was  a  Pla- 
tonift  J  and  when  he  became  a  convert  to  Chrif- 
tianity,  his  mind  could  not  difcharge  itfelf  of 
thofe  principles  which  it  had  imbibed  in  Plato's 
fchool.  Hence  is  it,  that,  in  his  endeavour  to 
convince  T^rypho  the  Jew  that  Jefus  was  the  Son 
of  God,  he  launches  out  into  frrange  unfounded 
fpeculations  upon  the  fubjed: ;  ipeculations 
plainly  the  refult  of  that  philofophy  which  he 
had  imbibed  before  he  became  a  Chriflian.  Ap- 
yyiVi  fays  he,  ttao  TroiAnuv  rcov  xri(rfjLOcruv  0  €>Bog  yt- 
y^vv'ifixi  ^wufii]i    Tivu   e^  lavrn  Xoym^^v,     And  this 
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ovvetvLiqy  he  fays,  was  denominated  the  Glory  of 
the  Lord,  or  the  Son,  or  Wifdom,  or  Angel,  or 
God,  or  Lord,  or  Word ;  and  when  he  appeared 
in  the  human  form  to  Jofhua,  he  was  called  the 
Captain  of  the  Lord's  Hoft :  and  he  adds,  that 
all  thefe  names  were  given  to  him  on  account  of 
his  miniftering  to  the  Fathers'  councils,  and  be- 
caufe  of  his  having  been  begotten  by  the  will  of 
the  Father.  And  then  in  fupport  of  this  doctrine 
of  the  generation  of  the  Son,  he  produces  from 
Prov.  viii.  thefe  words,  according  to  the  Greek 
tranflation,    Kup;o?    fjcr/crs  fxt   o^pxv^*  °^^^  ccura  etg 
epya,  uvrov,  &c.  by  all  which  he  plainly  incul- 
cates, although  perhaps  he  might  not  intend  as 
much,  that  the  Son  is  a  creature,  diftinguilLed 
from  other  created  beings  only  by  his  being  the 
firft  of  the  creation.     Thus  the  Jew  plainly  in- 
terpreted what  he  faid,  and  therefore  in  reply 
naturally  enough  fays  to  him,  **  Let  him  be  the 
Lord,  and  Chrill,   and   God,  of  you  Gentiles, 
who  are  called  Chriftians  :  we  are  the  wodhip- 
pers  of  the  God  who  made  him  whom  you  fpeak 
cf,  and  therefore  we  have  no  occanon  to  worfhip 
or  confefs  him."    (Juftin.  Dialog,  p.  283.  286.) 
Into  fuch    difficulties    will  all  perfons  be  be- 
trayed, and  fo  unfatisfa<fLory  will  be  their  argu- 
ments,   who,    maintaining    the    dodrine  of  an 
Eternal  Filiation,  endeavour  to  juftify  the  wor- 
fhip  of  Chrift  as  God.      How  this  doctrine  of  a 
Divine  Generation  originated,  never  has  been, 
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and  perhaps  never  can  be,  fatisfa6lorily  afcer- 
tained.  That  which  feenis  to  be  the  moft  pro- 
bable account  of  its  origin,  is  what  I  have  al- 
ready fuggefted,  that  in  the  generation  of  the 
yEons  of  the  Gnoilics  it  had  its  firfl  origin. 

During  the  Apoflohcal  age,  however  the  er- 
rors of  the  Gnoflics  were  in  circulation,  they 
were  not,  during  that  age,  worked  up  into  any 
regular  fyflem.  Their  iEons  they  then  had,  but 
as  yet  they  were  not  clafTed  and  ranked  according 
to  their  refpedive  generations.  But  in  procefs 
of  time,  as  Error  is  ever  fertile  in  its  inventions, 
and  indefatigable  in  the  diftribution  of  them, 
their  ^Eons  became  multiplied,  and  in  a  regular 
feries  were  numbered  to  be  thirty,  or,  as  fome 
fay,  two-and-thirty  ;  all  of  them  inferior  to  the 
Supreme  God,  and  at  a  greater  or  lefs  diftance 
from  him  in  power  or  perfevftion,  in  proportion 
as  they  were  diftant  from  him  in  the  feries.  In 
the  fourth  rank  of  this  feries  was  placed  the 
Xoyog,  which  being  in  fuch  dired;  contradid:ion  to 
what  the  Evangelifl:  had  faid,  that  he  was  with 
God,  and  was  God,  the  Chriflians  oppofed 
themfelves  againft  this  error,  maintaining,  I  fup- 
pofe,  that  the  Xoyog  was  tt^o  ttoivtuv  aimojv,  that 
he  was  before  all  their  i!^ons ;  and  the  fame  pro- 
bably they  maintained  concerning  the  Son,  of 
whom  they  fpake  as  yivo^svog  ttoq  ttocvtuv  uiuvuv, 
not  meaning  thereby,  as  I  apprehend,  that  he 
was  TTpo  xf^^vtov  oiiuviiov,  but,  merely  in  oppofition 
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to  the  Gnofllcs,  that  he  wTisfuperior  to  all  their 
/Eons.     But  this  term  yzvo^^vog  degenerating  by 
degrees    into   yiwr^nq,    it    thus    introduced    aa 
Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son,  prior  to  all  the 
JEons.     I  do  not  luggeft  this  as  the  certain,  but 
merely  as  the  probable  origin  of  the  dodrine  of 
an  Eternal  Filiation;    which,  as  it  appears  to 
have   no  foundation  in   Scripture,  and  to  have 
been  unknow^n  to  the  Fathers  of  the  Apoflolical 
age,  fo  mufl  have  owed  its  introduction  into  the 
Chriflian  world  to  fome  other  caufe.     But  whe- 
ther to  this,  or   to  any  other  caufe,  mark  the 
event.     They  who  came  over  from  the  Platonic 
fchool,  having  their  minds  flored  with  Plato's 
fubtleties  and  curiofity,  when  they   found  this 
dodrine  among  the  Chriftians,  could  not  refift 
the  philofophic  itch,  which  they  brought  with 
them,  of  prying  more  deeply  into  it,  and  of  ex- 
amining how  it  could  be,  and  in  what  manner ; 
and  thus  bewildering  thcmfelves  with  the  efforts 
cf  their  own  imaginations,  they  fell  into  various 
hypothefes,  and  introduced  a  number  of  herefies, 
which  perhaps  otherwife  never  would  have  been 
thought  of.     Hereby  it  was   that   Origen   fell 
into  his  error  concerning  the  Divine  nature  of 
the  Son,  wherein   he  is   faid  grievoully  to  have 
departed  from  the  true  Chriflian  faith,  and  to 
have  opened  the  way  for   Arius  to  broach  his 
dodrine  j  a  doctrine  that  has  produced  a  contro- 
veriy  in  the  Church  of  Chrift,  which  fourteen 
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hundred  years  have  not  been  able  to  bring  to  a 
conclufion,  and  which  would  not,  as  1  conceive, 
be  concluded  in  fourteen  hundred  years  more,  if 
the  controverfy  was  to  be  ftill  carried  on  in  the 
fame  manner  as  it  hitherto  hath  been  carried  on. 
For  while  the  dod:rine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation  is 
maintained,  all  that  hath  or  can  be  faid  againffc 
Arius  or  his  followers  will  be  all  wide  of  the 
mark.  Neither  he  nor  they  pretend  that  their 
objed:Ion  to  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  is  derived 
dire6lly  or  primarily  from  the  Scripture.  The 
Scripture  they  appeal  to,  merely  as  a  collateral 
proof  of  the  truth  of  their  objecflions.  The  root 
of  their  objediions  is  placed  in  the  filiation. 
Here  Arius  fet  his  foot,  and  contended,  and,  as 
far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  with  advantage,  againffc 
his  opponents.  They  indeed  had  inconteftably 
the  advantage  over,  him  in  their  appeals  to  the 
Scripture;  but  the  argument  with  him  had  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  Scripture,  until  what  re- 
lated to  their  doctrine  of  the  Filiation  was  fet- 
tled. It  was  their  own  do6lrine  that  the  Son 
was  eternally  generated  in  the  Divine  nature  :  he 
therefore  argued  that  he  muft  be  inferior,  on  that 
account,  to  the  Father.  For  that  which  gene- 
rates, mull  be  prior  to  that  which  is  generated  -, 
what  is  unbegotten,  mufl  be  fuperior  to  that 
which  is  not  unbegotten.  The  Father  was 
uysvvTiTog,  therefore  the  Son,  as  being  begotten, 
could  not  be  God,  as  the  Father  is.  Now  what 
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anfwer  can  be  given  to  this,  fufficient  to  deflroy 
the  argument  ?  A  reference  to  the  Scripture  will 
not  meet  it,  and  will  be  evaded  by  urging  that 
when  Tefus  Chrifl:  is  therein  declared  to  be  God, 
it  mud  be  in  fiibfervience  to  the  primary  idea 
of  his  being  eternally  generated  in  the  Divine 
nature,  whereby  he  can  be  God  only  in  a  partial 
degree,  and  not  the  AyswTjrog  &£og. 

Oux.  azi  Tjv  0  vlog,  a  yup  vjv,  faith  Arius,  Trpiv  yev" 
vvj^vj.  This,  if  the  word  yivvvf^'^-  bears  the  fenfe 
which,  in  human  language,  it  does,  and  muft 
bear,  is  unanfwerable ;  fo  that  the  Catholic 
Chriftians  have  always  been  hampered  in  their 
difputes  with  the  Arians,  by  this  unfortunate 
doftrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation.  I  call  it  an 
unfortunate  docftrine,  becaufe  fuch  it  certainly 
hath  proved  W'ith  regard  to  the  Catholic  Chrif- 
tians,  who  have  hereby  armed  and  given  force 
and  vigour  to  the  fliafts  of  their  adyerfaries. 

How  valuable  the  do6trine  was  to  the  Arians, 
and  how  neceflary  to  their  caufe,  is  evident  from 
their  ftrenuous  and  perfcvering  endeavours  that 
it  might  be  perpetuated,  by  being  made  an  ar- 
ticle in  the  Churches  Creed.  In  their  firft  at- 
tempt for  this  purpofe,  they  failed  ;  for  the  ve- 
nerable Fathers  of  the  Nicene  Council  would  not 
admit  it,  although  propofed  to  them  by  a  perfon 
of  fo  much  weight  and  influence  as  Eufebius. 
But  in  about  56  years  after  the  Nicene  Council, 
they  had  better  fuccefs,  and  the  article  became 
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eftabliflied,  as  an  article  of  faith,  in  the  Creed  of 
the  fecond  General  Council  at  Conftantinople. 
How  it  gained  admiffion  then,  it  is  impoffible  to 
afcertain  with  any  degree  of  accuracy.  The  ad- 
ditions which  have  been  made  to  the  original 
Nicene  Creed,  it  is  conjeftured  by  Archbifl:iop 
Uiher,  were  made  by  the  Fathers  themfelves,  or 
by  fome  of  the  chiefs  of  them,  after  the  diffolu- 
tion  of  the  Council.  But  as  he  offers  this  only 
as  a  conjedture,  it  cannot  be  admitted  to  be  any 
thing  more  than  conjecture  ;  and  therefore  we 
may  be  allowed  to  fuggeft  fomething  which  ap- 
pears to  be  more  probable,  with  refped:  at  hd-ft 
to  the  addition  of  the  particular  article  now  under 
confideration. 

During  the  interval  between  the  firft  and 
fecond  General  Council,  Arianifm  had  prevailed 
to  a  moft  alarming  degree ;  and  it  is  the  lan- 
G:uao:e,  I  think,  of  one  of  the  Fathers — the 
whole  Chriftian  world  was  amazed  at  finding  it- 
felf  become  Arian.  During  this  interval  fell  the 
venerable  Hofius ;  and  even  Liberius,  Bifiiop  of 
Rome,  if  he  did  not  fubfcribe  their  confeffion, 
communicated  with  the  Arians.  What  wonder, 
therefore,  if  the  article,  during  fuch  a  period  as 
this,  diftinguifhed  by  the  fall  of  fuch  men,  Vv^as 
fuffered  to  have  a  peaceable  admiffion  into  the 
Nicene  Creeds  and,  being  found  there  by  the 
Fathers  of  the  Council  of  Conftantinople,  was 
fuffered  to  remain  there  as  a  harmlefs  article  of 
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faith,  although  not  a  neceflary  one  ?  Harmlefs  it 
might  be  thought,  becaufe  the  Creed  was 
guarded  by  the  Homooufian  dodlrine  ;  forgetting 
at  the  fame  time  that  the  doctrines,  like  con- 
trary and  equal  forces,  deftroyed  each  other  5  for 
if  the  one  was  true,  the  other  could  not  be  true. 
And  this  the  Arians  were  very  well  apprifed  of, 
and  therefore  never  made  any  objection  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation,  but  invariably 
made  it  an  article  in  all  their  own  Creeds.  Arius 
himfelf,when  hefenthis  letter  toConfi:antine(ann. 
335.)  wiihing  to  have  his  own  faith  thought  in 
agreement  with  that  of  the  Nicene  Fathers,  fays, 
*'  We  believe  in  one  God,  the  Father  Al- 
"  mighty,  and  in  the  Lord,  Jefus  Chrift,  his 
*'  Son,  begotten  of  him  before  all  worlds,  God 
"  the  Word."  In  the  four  different  Creeds  of 
the  Arian  Council  of  Antioch  (ann.  341.)  they 
profefs  to  believe  in  Jefus  Chrift,  **  begotten  of 
•**  the  Father  before  all  worlds ;"  fo  the  fame  in 
the  Councils  of  Sirmium  and  Ariminum  ;  and 
fo  alfo,  I  believe,  in  all  the  other  Creeds  of  that 
party,  which  were  in  circulation  between  the 
firft  and  fecond  General  Councils* 

Here,  then,  a  qucftion  arifes,  and  a  very  ma- 
terial one.  It  is.  How  happened  it  that  the 
Arians,  who  difowned  the  proper  Divinity  of 
Jefus  Chrift,  and  who  maintained  that  he  was 
ef  'dv.  ovTuv,  ftiould  adhere  fo  rigoroufly  to  this 
article  of  the  Eternal  Filiation,  if  the  dodrine  of 
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our  Lord's  Divinity  at  all  depended  upon  it  ? 
How  happened  it,  unlefs  it  was  from  a  perfua- 
fion  that  it  was  fubverfive  of  the  Son's  Divinity  ? 
For  if  he  was  eternally  generated,  then  was  he 
eternally  a  Son,  and  then  was  he  eternally  pofte- 
rior  to  the  Father,  by  whom  he  was  generated ; 
for  that  which  generates,  if  any  meaning  apper- 
tains to  human  language,  muft  be  prior  to  that 
which  is  generated.  This  the  Arians  well 
knew,  and  confidered  i  and  this  alfo  they  well 
knew  was  not  to  be  anfwered  and  confuted  by 
any  efforts  of  human  language  or  reafoning,  and 
therefore  they  adopted,  and  fo  perfeveringly 
maintained  the  dodtrine,  which,  being  main- 
tained by  the  Catholic  Fathers  themfelves,  could 
not  be  objected  to  by  them,  either  in  itfelf,  or  in 
the  inference  derived  from  it.  The  connexion 
of  the  term  Eternity  with  it,  could  not  deftroy 
the  lignifi cation  of  the  word  Generate,  which 
is  expreffive  of  an  adlion  to  which  the  agent 
muft  be  prior ;  and  no  human  language  will  ad- 
mit of  the  Vv'ords  having  any  different  fignifica- 
tion.  And  therefore  while  the  fadt  of  the  Eter- 
nal Generation  was  acknowledged,  the  argument 
of  the  Arians,  as  derived  from  that  fadt,  could 
not  but  be  valid  and  unanfwerable.  Perplexed, 
then,  and  preiTed  as  the  Catholic  Fathers  were 
with  this  unanfwerable  argument  of  the  Arians,  it 
is  moft  truly  aftoniihing  that  they  fliould  not  have 
difcovered  their  own  error  in  adopting,  and  main- 
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taining  as  a  fact  ;'for  they  thundered  out  ana- 
themas againft  thofe  who  denied  it)  what  has 
not  even  the  flighteft  foundation  in  the  Gofpel, 
as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  difcover,  to  fupport 
it.  Had  they  rejeded  the  fact,  as  affuredly  they 
ought  to  have  done,  it  being  unfupported  by  any 
authority  of  revelation,  their  perplexities,  upon 
this  occafion,  would  have  been  all  ended,  as 
would  likewife  the  Arian  controverfy  j  but  by 
purfuing  a  different  line  of  conduct,  the  contro- 
verfy has  defcended  to  our  own  times,  and  feems 
to  be  as  far  from  being  terminated  now,  as  it 
was  fourteen  hundred  years  ago. 

In  fpeaking  thus  I  acknowledge  I  may,  and 
indeed  muft  appear  to  be  bold,  and  perhaps  ralh  ; 
but  the  convictions  of  my  mind,  grounded  on 
the -authority  of  the  Scripture,  will  not  fuffer  me 
to  retra<ft.  The  pillar  and  ground  of  the  Arian 
controverfy,  is  the  do6lrine  of  a  Son  eternally  ge- 
nerated in  the  Divine  nature.  Difown  this  doc- 
trine, and  the  controverfy  is  all  at  an  end.  The 
Son  of  God,  faith  the  Arian,  as  generated  in  the 
Divine  nature,  mud:  have  all  the  neceffary  inferi- 
ority of  a  Son,  and  be  poflerior  to  him  by  whom 
he  was  generated  -,  and  accordingly  fo,  they  fay, 
he  is  reprefented  to  be  in  the  Gofpel :  for  he 
can  do  nothing  of  himfelf.  He  came  to  do  the 
will  of  him  that  fcnt  him.  If  he  hath  life  in 
himfelf,  it  is  the  Father  who  gave  him  this  pri- 
vilege.    He  does  not  know  all  things ;  and  if 
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he  hath  all  power  in  heaven  and  in  earth,  it  is 
given  to  him  by  the  Father  ;  together  with  many 
other  fimilar  paffages  ;  all  which  directly  coin- 
cide with  the  dod:rine  of  Arius,  and  are  fairly 
urged  in  fupport  of  it.  But  drop  the  imaginary 
dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation,  and  adopt  the 
true,  genuine  doctrine  of  the  Evangelift,  and  all 
that  confufion,  which  otherwife  appears  to  be  in 
the  facrcd  writings,  from  our  Lord's  being  repre- 
fented  as  inferior,  and  fubordinate,  and  fubjed:, 
and  yet  as  being  truly  God,  and  God  blefled  for 
evermore,  vaniflies  like  a  vapour  before  the  fun. 
For  it  was  God,  the  Word,  exifting  from  all 
eternity  with  God,  who  condefcended  to  lay  alide 
his  own  Divine  glory,  and  to  humble  and  make 
himfelf  of  no  reputation ;  it  was  this  moft  gra- 
cious and  Divine  Perfon,  who,  by  a  marvellous 
birth  and  filiation,  ftooped  to  an  union  with  the 
nature  of  man,  and  to  be  born  that  holy  thing 
which  was  to  be  called  the  Son  of  God.  As 
fuch,  every  character  that  appertaineth  to  aftate 
of  filiation  was  his.  He  was  fubjeded,  and 
fubordinate,  and  governed,  not  by  his  own  will, 
but  by  the  will  of  the  Father.  KocruCe^vjKug  ex. 
ra  a^ava  voluntarily  having  defcended  out  of 
heaven,  and  yevof/^svog  vlog  vtto  voi^gv  he  was  Je?2t 
from  the  womb  into  the  world.  rewTjrog  ycoci  ayBv- 
vTiTog.  As  the  former,  he  Wcisje/2t ;  as  ayewvirog, 
his  coming  down  from  heaven  was  all  his  own 
voluntary,  uncompelled  ad.     He  was  the  Word, 
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who  from  all  eternity  was  with  God.  He  was 
the  Word  who  was  God,  who  was  AXri^ivog 
Beog ;  and  fuch  he  continued  to  be,  notwith- 
ftanding  his  humiliating  birth  and  filiation  j  for 
when  he  took  our  nature,  he  neither  changed 
nor  loft  his  own  nature,  but  was  perfedt  God 
and  man  united. 

Hither,  then,  let  the  Arian  dired:  his  objec- 
tions. Here  let  him  try  what  plaufible  argu- 
ments hfe  can  offer  againft  the  proper  Divinity  of 
the  Son  of  God.  His  former  ftrong  holds  are 
demolidied,  and  he  muft  now  either  acquiefce 
with  the  Catholic  Chriftians,  or  deny  that  there 
is  truth  in  the  holy  Gofpels.  Of  what  ufe  will 
it  be  to  urge  now  that  the  Son  is  not  as  old  as 
the  Father,  or  that  what  generates  muft  be 
prior  to  what  is  generated  ?  Ths  queftion  is  no- 
thing of  this  kind.  It  is  plainly  nothing  more 
than,  whether  it  was  the  Divine  and  Eternal 
Word,  who  ever  was  with  God,  and  was  God, 
who  became  flefh,  and,  by  an  inexpreffible  uni- 
on with  our  nature,  in  the  womb  of  the  Bleifed 
Virgin,  was  born,  and  therefore  was  denominated 
the  Son  of  God,  agreeable  to  the  moft  certain 
and  indifputable  dodtrine  both  of  St.  John  and 
of  St.  Luke  ?  If  fuch  is  not  the  dodtrine  of  the 
Evangehils,  let  the  Arian  point  out  to  us  wherein 
we  mifapprehend  it  to  be  fuch.  But  if  he  can- 
not do  this,  let  him  bend  down  with  us,  and 
worfhip  the  incarnate  Word,  cafting  beneath  his 
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footflool  all  that  conceit  and  philofophlcal  pride, 
which  is  apt  to  lead  its  votaries  into  thofe  dark 
regions,  where  the  light  of  revelation  hath  not 
extended,  and  which  are  the  habitations  only  of 
the  moft  delulive  phantafms  and  deceit. 

But  it  will  be  neceflary  for  me  to  obferve,  that 
there  is  a  paiTage  (i  Cor.  c.  viii.)  unconricdted 
with  the  doctrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation,  which 
the  Arians,  as  well  as  others,  are  fond  of  appeal- 
ing to,  as  decilive,  in  their  opinion,  againfl  the 
do(ftrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity.  I  ihall  tran- 
fcribe  the  whole  palTage,  as  it  ilands  in  our  tranf- 
lation. 

"  As  concerning  therefore  the  eating  of  thofe 
<*  things  that  are  offered  in  facrifice  to  idols, 
**  we  know  that  an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world, 
"^^  and  that  there  is  none  other  God  but  one. 

**  For  though  there  be  that  are  called  Gods, 
**  whether  in  heaven  or  in  earth,  (^as  there  be 
**   Gods  many,  and  Lords  many) 

<*  But  to  us  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father, 
**  of  whom  are  all  things,  and  we  in  him  ;  and 
**  one  Lord  Jefus  Chrifl,  by  whom  are  all 
**  things,  and  we  by  him." 

This  paflage  is  thought  to  be  decifive,  as  de- 
termining the  objeds  of  the  Chrillian  Faith 
again  ft  the  errors  of  Polytheifm  ;  which  objects 
are  God  the  Father,  and  the  hard  'Jefus  Chriji ; 
to  the  former  of  whom  is  afcribed  fovereign  do- 
minion, to  the  latter  inflrumental  agency. 

The 


[     44     ] 

The  anfwer  to  this  is,  firft,  that  the  pafTage  is 
not  rightly  pointed.  It  ought  to  be  pointed, 
*'  To  us  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father  of 
'*  whom  are  all  things,  and  we  in  him  ;  and 
"  one  Lord,  Jefus  Chrift,  &c,"  The  Apoflle 
is  not  by  any  means  drawing  the  line  between 
God  the  Father  and  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  or 
afcertaining  the  fuperiority  of  the  one,  and  the 
inferiority  of  the  other  :  all  this  is  quite  foreign 
to  his  argument.  He  is  arguing  entirely  againft 
the  Heathen  Polytheiflf  and  lliewing  how  differ- 
ent the  Chriftian  faith  was  from  theirs.  They 
had  their  variety  of  Gods,  to  whom  they  afcribed 
a  variety  of  offices  and  powers ;  and  they  made 
them  parents  in  their  refpedive  departments. 
Thus  Saturn  was  a  Uocrrj^  Jupiter,  Neptune, 
Apollo,  &c.  but  we,  faith  the  Apoftle,  have  not 
fuch  a  varietv  of  Gods.  "  To  us  there  is  but 
*'  one  God;"  and  this  one  God  comprehends 
within  him.felf  all  that  the  Heathen  afcribe  to 
their  multiplicity  of  Gods :  for  he  is  the  univer- 
fal  Parent,  o  U.oct7<o  sr  ^  roc  ttdlvtcx,  koh  yif^ng  sig  uu- 
rov,  where  the  EtV  ©so;  is  fet  in  oppofition  to  the 
^soi  TTcXXoi,  and  the  o  Hocrm  zP  ^  to,  ttocvtoc  to  the 
various  produ(5tive  offices  which  were  diflributed 
among  thefe  numerous  Gods. 

So  likewife  to  us  there  is  but  EtV  Kup^o^,  in 
oppofition  to  the  Fieathen  Baalim-,  who  with 
them  were  tutelary  Kv^ioi,  and,  if  I  miflake  not, 
XuTv.^Bg.     We  have,  faith  the  Apoftle,  only  one 

Kv^iog, 
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Kvpiog,  who  is  Irja-ag,  or  the  XcorTjp  X^ig-o; :  fo  that 
what  the  Apoftle  here  faith  hath  abfolutely  no- 
thing at  all  to  do  with  drawing  the  line  of 
difference  between  the  Father  and  the  Lord  Je- 
fus  Chrift  ;  and  the  paflage,  when  appealed  to,  is 
totally  perverted  in  its  meaning,  and  milinter- 
preted. 

But  it  will  be  faid,  whether  it  was  intended 
or  not  by  the  Apoftle  as  any  part  of  his  argu- 
ment, to  draw  the  line  between  God  the  Father 
and  Jefus  Chrilt,  ftill  the  line  is  drawn,  and 
the  Qcog  is  he  ej   a  rtz  ttccvtcc,  and  the  Kvoioq  is 


^  > 

6i    'd. 


Moft  true  and  certain  it  is  that  ©so?  and  Ku- 
pioq  have  different  lignifications  ;  but  I  do  not 
fee  what  this  is  to  the  purpofe,  for  ©so?  is  God 
alone  :  'K.xj^ioq  is  the  ©eog- ««;  Av9"^w7rc.;.  Is  the  ©eo? 
in  the  (dtocv^^ta'TToq  lefs  God  becaufe  of  his  union 
with  the  Za^l  K-f^ptc^ivi]  ?  Prove  this.  Prove 
that  the  amazing  condefceniion  of  Gcd,  in  hum- 
bling himfeif  to  an  union  with  our  nature,  fo  far 
degraded  him  in  his  Divine  nature,  that  he  was 
lefs  in  his  effence  God  than  the  Father. 

But  if  it  did  not,  why  is  it  not  faid  of  him,  as 
well  as  of  the  Father,  e|  i  to,  TtoLvra.  ? 

The  anfwer  is  obvious  :  becaufe  thofe  words 
can  be  pronounced  only  of  the  Godhead  alone ; 
but  our  Lord  Jefus  Chriil:  was  not  the  Godhead 
alone  :  he  was  the  ©6a:/9-p^7ro;,  the  Mediator, 
God  and   man   united,  l;   -J   ra  tt^/.vtol  \  and  as 

lucb. 
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fuch,  that  is  as  Mediator,  as  Kupio;,  it  could  not 
have  been  faid  with  truth  of  him  e|  4  roe,  ttuvtu. 
For  until  the  Xoyog  troc^^  eysvero,  there  was  no 
mediatorial  office,  and  confequently  no  Mediator  ; 
and  therefore  it  e^  4  to.  ttocvtcx.  had  been  faid  of 
the  Mediator,  the  Qiotv^^uirog,  it  could  not  have 
been  the  truth. 

The  whole  matter,  then,  of  the  Apoftle's  ar- 
gument, appears  to  be  this  :   With  the  Heathen 
there  was  a  great  variety  of  Gods,   to  each  of 
whom,  in  his  refpecftive  department,  was  afcribed 
a  parental  authority  and  dominion.     With  us 
there  is  only  one  God  alone  j  and  he  only  hath 
the  whole  of  that   parental  authority  and  do- 
minion   which    was   diftributed  among    them. 
With  the  Heathen,  alfo,  there  were  kd^loi  ts-oXXoi, 
who  acfted  as  mediators  between  them  and  the 
fuperior  Gods.     But   to  us  there  is  only  Elg  Kv- 
piog,  one  Lord,  one  Mediator,  Jefus  Chrift.      So 
alfo  the  Apoftle  fpeaketh,  i  Tim.  ii.  5.  E;V  yxp 
Qeog,  elg  Kai  [^,scriTv;g   Qeov   Kent   uv^outtuv,   Av^PcoTTog 
Xoig-og  Ivjo-ag.     The    character  of  Kvpiog,  or  Me- 
(TiTTjCy  was  undoubtedly  diftind:  from  that  of  the 
Godhead  i  and  therefore  what  was  appropriate  to 
the  one,   could  not  be  fo  to  the  other.     But  is 
this  any  proof  that  the  Divinity  of  Jefus  Chrift 
is  inferior  to  that  of  God  ?   If  men  can  be  pre- 
vailed upon  to  rejed;  the  dodrine  of  our  Lord's 
Divinity  by   fuch  arguments   as   thefe,  we  can 
only  lament  the  weaknefs  and  poverty  of  their 
underftandings.     For  the   whole  of  the  Arian 
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argument  from  this  pafTage,  when  properly  re- 
folved,  is  neither  more  nor  lefs  than  this  :    ©eog 
and  Kvoiog  are  not  words  of  the  fame  idea.     But 
our  Lord  is  faid  to  be  the  Kvpiog  ^i'  «  roc  Travra, 
therefore  he  is  not  Qeog,  of  whom  it  is  faid  c|  a 
roi  TTocvToc.     And  by  the  very  fame  rule  it  may 
be  argued,  Kv^iog  and  Av^puTrog  are  not  words  of 
the  fame  idea.     But  our  Lord  is  decidedly  de- 
clared in  Scripture  to  be  Av^puTrog,  therefore   he 
is  not  Kvptog.     Such  arguments  one  would  think 
fpeak  plainly  enough  for  themfelves,  without  re- 
quiring to  be  confuted. 

But  I  am  further  to  obferve,  that,  when  the 
Arian  appeals  to  the  pailage  which  we  have 
been  conlidering,  if  it  has  any  validity  at  all 
againfl  the  dodrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  it 
operates  as  ftrongly  againft  himfelf  and  his  own 
dod:rine  5  and  that  if  it  is  decilive  in  the  one 
cafe,  it  is  as  decifive  in  the  other.  Arius  him- 
felf profelTed  to  believe  not  only  in  God  the  Fa- 
ther, but  alfo  in  Go<^  the  Word ;  againft  which 
faith  the  Elg  ©sog  muft  militate  as  ftrongly  as 
againft  the  catholic  faith.  But  it  militates 
againft  neither  :  and  the  whole  miftake  in  the 
application  of  the  paflage  feems  to  have  arifen 
from  a  fuppofition  that  when  0  Uxrvi^  is  annexed 
to  Qsog,  it  is  a  mark  or  delignation  of  the  Deity 
exclufively.  But  politively  I  believe  it  may  be 
affirmed,  that  in  no  one  inftance  in  the  New 
Teftament  is  the  Uutvj^  denoted  to  be  ©eog  ex- 
clufively. 


[     48     ] 

clufively.  The  EiV  Oeog  is  undoubtedly  the  Ua- 
Tvjp  £^  8  Tcx,  77IZVTCX, ',  aod  Qiog  undoubtcdly  is  the 
Father  or  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift.  But  as  there 
is  ©so?  YlocTy}^,  (o  is  there  ©eog  Aoyog,  and  ni/eu/xa  o 
idsog  ',  and  v/hile  this  is  the  dodrine  of  the  New 
Teftament,  as  it  moft  affuredly  is,  it  can  be  Httle 
fliort  of  the  fcubbornnefs  of  obftinacy  to  contend 
that  the  Uo-tti^  is  @eog  exclufively. 

But  let  me  not  be  fuppofed  to  charge  the 
Arians  of  the  prefent  day  with  obftinacy  of  this 
kind.  They  are,  1  am  confident,  many  of  them 
perfons  of  real  principle,  and  rejed;  the  dod:rine 
of  the  Trinity,  from  a  perfuafion  that  it  is  not 
the  dodrine  of  the  New  Teflament.  There 
they  fee  repeatedly  inftrumental  agency  afcribed 
to  Jefus  Chrifl ;  there  they  fee  a  degree  of  infe- 
riority, and,  as  it  were,  impotence,  attributed  to 
him,  whicfi  they  think  is  totally  inconfiftent  with 
his  being  ofjioacriog  rco  Uccrpr,  and  they  are  ftrcngth- 
ened  and  confirmed  in  this  their  opinion,  by  the 
received  dodrine  of  the  Filiation,  which  fur- 
niflies  them  with  an  argument  which  never  has, 
and  I  am  perfuaded  never  can,  be  fatisfacSorily 
anfwered.  For  if  he  was  generated,  his  genera- 
tion muft  have  been  pofterior  to  that  by  which 
he  was  generated.  Obfi:rud:ed  by  thefe  diffi- 
culties, and  precluded  from  a  folution  of  them 
by  reafon  of  the  received  dodrine  of  the  Filiation, 
what  wonder  is  it  if  they  have  hefitated  to  re- 
ceive the  catholic  dodrine  ?  What  wonder  is  it 

if 
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if  they  endeavour  to  accommodate  the  language 
of  St.  Paul  to  their  mifapprchended  conceptions 
of  the   Son  of  God  ?  For  the  progrefs  of  the 
mind,  when  under  mifapprehenfion,  is  juil  the 
fame  as  when  in  full  poffeffion  of  certainty  and 
truth  i  and  it  difplays  the  fame  eagernefs  and  zeal 
in  accommodating   to   error,  as  to  truth  itfelf. 
We  muft  not  therefore  imagine  that  the  oppofi- 
tion  of  the  Arians  to  the  Catholic  dodrine  al^ 
ivays  proceeds  from  a  determined  perverfenefs  of 
fpirit,  obftinately  refufing  to  furrender  itfelf  to 
truth.     It  often  proceeds  from  a  very  different 
caufe :  from  the  original  an-d  primary  idea  which 
prevails  in  their  minds,  and  which,  while  it  pre- 
vails there,  being  in  dired:  oppolition  to  truth, 
truth  itfelf  will  appear  to  them  to  be  falfehood. 
Thus  while  the  leading  idea  in  their  minds  is 
that  the  Son  of  God  is  a  Son  eternally  generated 
in  the  Divine  nature,  and  while  they  fee  in  the 
Gofpel  inftrumental  agency  afcribed  to  him,  and 
that  degree    of  fubordination    and    inferiority, 
which  by  necefTity  attaches  itfelf  to  the  charac- 
ter of  Son,  their  minds  of  courfe  revolt  from  the 
catholic  dodrine,  which  it  is  impoffible  they  can 
fecelve  while  they  maintain  the  doctrine  of  the 
Eternal  Generation,  interpreted  as  they  interpret 
it,  with  its  confequences.      Remove  this  diffi- 
culty, for  it  is  the  root  from  whence  his  error 
fprings,  and  the  Arian  will  no  longer  continue 
to  be  fuch. 

E  Now 
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Now  if  this  difficulty  can  be  removed,  why 
{hould  it  not  ?  Why  fliould  a  divifion  and  con- 
troverfy  be  fuffered  to  continue  among  Chrifli- 
ans,  when  it  may  with  fo  much  eafe  and  cer- 
tainty be  difmilled  ?  That  we  have  fufficient  au- 
thority for  rejecting  the  received  dodrine  of  the 
Fihation,  I  imagine  will  be  denied  by  none,  who 
.will  allow  that  it  is  not  fandlioned  by  the  Scrip- 
tures, which  teach  a  dod:rine  that  is  in  dired: 
oppofition  to  it :  that  it  is  not  countenanced  by 
the  primitive  and  apoftolical  Fathers,  who  ap- 
pear to  have  been  entire  Grangers  to  it :  that  it 
makes  no  part  of  the  primitive  Chriftian  Creed, 
which  is  altogether  in  oppofition  to  it :  that  for 
more  than  three  hundred  and   twenty-five  years 
it  was  DO  authenticated  dod:rine  of  the  Church  j 
and  that  at  the  Nicene  Council  it  was  reprobated, 
by  being  rejedied  by  the  venerable  Fathers  then 
alTembled.     If  this  fliould  be  allowed,  and  hov/ 
it  can  be  denied  I  own  I  fee  not,  what  will  there 
be  to  oppofe  againfl:  it  ?  There  will  be  the  un- 
interrupted  admiffion   of  the   dodrine    by   the 
Church  for  nvore  than  fourteen  hundred  years. 
The  weight  of  this,  I  fcruple  not  to  own,  I  fe- 
verely  feel  ;  and  if  I  was  lefs  perfuaded  than  I 
am  of  the  truth  of  what  I  have   advanced,  it 
would  terrify  me  from  the  publication  of  thefe 
papers.     Bui:  1  have  not  the  fmalleft  doubt  upon 
the  fubje(5t.      To  me  the  Scriptures,  the  primi- 
tive Fathers  and  Creed,  and  the  condudl  of  the 
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Nicene  Fathers,  are  irrefiftibly  plain  and  con- 
vincing; and  therefore  while  my  mind  is  im- 
pelled by  thefe  convidions,  the  reader,  I  trufl, 
will  make  thofe  allowances  for  me  which  can- 
dour will  fuggefl,  if  it  fhould  turn  out  that  I  am 
miflaken. 

With  regard  to  the  dodlrine's  having  been  re- 
ceived in   the   Church   for  more  than  fourteen 
hundred  years,  it  mufl  be  remembered,  that  time 
and  years  will  not  caufe  that  to  be  true  which  is 
falfe  i  and  that  it  is  poffible  to   perlifl  in  error 
for  a  length  of  time,  as  well  as  in  that  which  is 
not   erroneous.     Jt  is  alfo  to  be  remembered, 
with  what  very  great  reverence  and  eftimation 
the  world  formerly  fubmitted  itfelf  to  the  de- 
crees of  General  Councils,  which  were  believed 
to  be  infallible  -,  and  therefore  that  it  is  neither 
impoffible  nor  improbable  that  error  (liould  have 
lain  concealed  and  unnoticed  under  the  covert  of 
fuch  an  infallible  fandtion.     Men  in  thofe  days, 
who  wifhed  to  be  conlidered  as  true  members 
of  the  Church,  would  not  only  not  fee,  but  not 
even  imagine,  that  there  could  be  any  thing  er- 
roneous in  a  dodrine  ratified  by  the  decree  of  a 
General  Council,  well  knowing  to   what  ana- 
themas they  mufl:    fubjed:  themfelves,  if  they 
dared  to  call  in  queftion  the  truth  of  its  decrees. 
This  therefore  may  well  account  for  the  filence 
of  the  orthodox  Fathers,  if  any  of  them  enter- 
tained any  fufpicions  concerning  this  doctrine. 
E  2  But 
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But  with  regard  to  others,  who  valued  not  the 
anathemas  of  the  Church,  tlie  dodrine  was  re- 
jected ifi  toto.  They  would  not  allow  that  God 
could  have  a  Son ;  and  maintained  upon  that 
fubjed:  the  fame  docftrine  as  hath  been  but 
too  fuccefsfully  propagated  over  a  great  part  of 
the  world,  under  the  banner  of  Mahomet.  Ser- 
gius,  a  Neflorian  monk,  who  denied  that  Jefus 
Chrifl  was  the  So7i  of  God,  was  an  inftru6tor  and 
affiftant  of  Mahomet  ,*  and  it  was  the  dod:rine 
and  pradice  of  the  Mahometans,  at  their  firft 
appearance,  <*  never  to  fhew  mercy  to  any  who 
"  faid  that  God  had  a  Son,  and  joined  a  partner 
**  with  God/' 

Photinust  who  was  prior  to  Neflorius,  in  the 
year  344  denied  the  do(ftrine  of  the  Eternal  Fi- 
liation ;  maintaining  that  there  was  no  filiation 
until  our  Lord's  conception  and  birth  of  the 
Blefled  Virgin.  There  is  fomething  extraordi- 
nary in  the  account  which  the  ancients  have  left 
us  of  this  man.  He  was  Bifliop  of  Sirmium,  a 
man  of  great  learning  and  abilities,  and  of  a  moft 
perfualiv^  eloquence  :  but,  for  controverting  this 
article  of  the  Filiation,  he  was  proceeded  again fl 
as  a  moft  obnoxious  heretic;  and  in  the  firfl 
council  of  Sirmium,  being  violently  charged 
with  holding  all  the  errors  of  Sabeilius  and  Pau- 
las Samofatenus,  he  was  anathematifed  and  de- 
pofed  from  his  bifliopric.  But  the  people,  in 
their  great  zeal  and  love  for   him,  would  not 
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fuflcr  the  decree  of  the  Council  to  take  place, 
and  retained  him,   notwithilanding,  in  his   fee, 
where  he  continued  till  the  year   351,  when  a 
fecond  Council  was  held  there,  at  the  inflance  of 
Photinus  himfelf,  in  the  prefence  of  the  Empe- 
ror Conflantius.      Here  every  thing  was  again 
carried  againft  him:  he  was  again  depofed,  and 
by   the  Emperor's  order  fent  into  bani(hment. 
His  dodrine,  as  reprefented  by  Dr.  Cave  in  his 
Hijioria  Literaridy  was  Chrijium  ejfe  ^iKov  av- 
^pioTTov  et  ex  Maria  inithim  habwjfcy  ex  quo  in 
ipfa?n  fupervenit  Spiritus  Sanctis.     And  if  fuch 
were   his   principles   and  doctrine,  it  cannot  be 
denied  but  that  he  was  juflly  depofed.   But  there 
is  very  great  reafon  to  imagine  that  thefe  were 
not  his  principles,  and  that  in  the  accufatlons 
brought  againft  him,  he  has  been  overcharged ; 
for  it  Is  pretty  generally  allowed  that  he  acknow- 
ledged the  Xoyog  to  have  been  co-eternal  and  co- 
elTentlal  with  God,  and  that  the  Xoyog  became 
flelli ;  and  therefore  how  this  can  pofTibly  agree 
with  his   holding  the  errors  for  which  he  was 
condemned  by  the  Council  of  Sirmium,  I  fee 
not.      It   is  very  much   to  be  feared   that  the 
whole  of  his  offence  confided  in  rejeding  the 
dodrlne  of  the   Eternal    Filiation  j   a  doctrine 
which  the  Arians,  who  at  this  time  carried  every 
thing  before  them,  would  not  fuffer  to  be  con- 
troverted with  impunity  ;  and  therefore,   in  or- 
der to  make  him  as  obnoxious  to   the  Catholics 
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as  he  was  to  thcmfelves,  they  involved  him,  iil 
their  charge,  in  all  the  errors  of  Sabeliius  and 
Paul  of  Samofata ;  and  hence,  when  Conftan- 
tius,  with  the  Arians,  depofed  and  baniflied  him, 
the  Catholics,  both  at  that  time  and  afterwards, 
approved  of  what  was  done.  He  wrote  many 
things  both  in  Greek  and  Latin ;  and  one  book 
in  particular  againft  all  herelies.  Had  this 
reached  down  to  our  times,  we  fhould  have  been 
better  able,  and  with  greater  certainty,  to  have 
determined  what  his  opinions  really  were ;  but 
as  we  are  at  prefent  circumftanced,  we  muft  be 
content  with  conjefture  and  probability  only; 
and  that  leads  us  to  afcribe  the  whole  of  his 
error,  if  fuch  it  may  be  called,  to  the  rejedting 
the  do(flrine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation  -,  a  dodlrine 
on  which  the  Arian  caufe  entirely  depended,  and 
w^hich  the  Catholics  had  now  fuffercd  to  be  in- 
troduced into  their  Creeds ;  and  therefore  they 
alfo  became  adverfe  to  all  who  oppofed  it. 

1  have  mentioned  this  inftance  of  Photinus, 
in  order  to  fhew  that  the  docflrine  of  an  Eternal 
Filiation  was  oppofed  even  in  thofe  early  days, 
and  in  anfwer  to  the  queftion  which  may  be 
ajfked,  How  happens  it  that  no  one  ever  difco- 
vered  the  error  of  the  dodrine  till  thefe  modern 
times  ?  The  error  of  it  was  difcovered  and  op- 
pofed during  the  prevalence  of  the  Arian  party  ^ 
and  they  who  oppofed  it  were  by  that  party  per- 
fecuted  as  heretics.     It  was  oppofed  even  after 
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that  party  had  fallen  from  their  great  power; 
and  there  were  perfons,  I  think,  fo  late  as  St. 
Auftin's  time,  who  denied  that  there  was  any 
iiliation  till  our  Lord V- conception  and  birth  of 
the  BlelTed  Virgin.  Thefe,  it  is  true,  the  good 
Father  brands  as  heretics;  and  no  wonder,  as  the 
dodrine  of  the  Filiation  was  now  become  an 
eflabliflied  article  of  the  Creed,  with  which  as 
he  himfelf  acquiefced,  he  could  not  deem  thofe 
to  be  other  than  heretics  who  oppofed  it :  and 
after  his  time,  the  Church,  becoming  daily 
greater  and  more  powerful,  would  not  fuifer  any 
article  which  it  had  eftablifhed  to  be  called  in 
queftion.  Hence  they  who  might  have  had  any 
objedion  to  this  particular  article,  fupprefled  it, 
that  they  might  not  become  fubjed:  to  thofe  fe- 
verities  which  are  terrible  even  to  read,  but  were 
much  more  terrible  in  the  execution  of  them. 

Let  no  one  imagine,  that,  becaufe  I  oppofe 
the  received  docftrine  of  the  Filiation,  I  alTume 
to  myfelf  a  greater  degree  of  wifdom  than  the 
wifdom  of  all  antiquity.  Far,  very  far  from  it. 
Truly  venerable  was  the  wifdom  of  the  ancient 
Fathers  ;  and  all  deference  fliort  of  a  flavifh 
fubmiffion  is  mofl  certainly  due  to  their  opi- 
nions. Very  great  refpedt  alfo  is  due  to  the  de- 
crees of  General  Councils ;  but  their  decrees  are 
not  always  infalHble.  That  they  both  may  and 
have  erred  in  matters  of  the  greateft  confe- 
quence,  is  the  dodrine  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
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land;  fo  that  a  docftrinc  is  not  therefore  true 
merely  becaufe  it  is  fandtioned  by  a  General 
Council.  We  have  a  more  infallible  guide,  by 
which  we  are  to  be  determined  in  what  is  truth ; 
and  vain  is  the  faildion  of  a  Council  to  any  doc- 
trine which  is  not  fan(flioned  by  the  unerring 
word  of  Revelation.  And  this  fanction  the  ar- 
ticle concerning  the  Fihation,  I  apprehend,  has 
not ;  on  the  contrary,  as  it  is  interpreted^  it  is  iji 
dire(fl  oppoiition  to  what  is  revealed  in  the  holy 
Gofpels.  I  fay  as  it  is  interpreted,  for  it  cer- 
tainly may  be  fo  intei-preted  as  to  have  nothing 
objedionable  in  it,  except  that  it  is  fuperfluous 
and  unnecefTary.  The  Greek  will  fairly  admit 
of  being  interpreted  **  begotten  of  the  Father 
*-*  he/ore,  i.  e.  above  all  the  ^ons,"  tt^o  ttccvtuv 
rccv  etiuvuv.  And  our  Englifh  may  as  lawfully  be 
interpreted,  of  the  eternal  decree  of  the  Divine 
mind,  *•  Begotten  of  the  Father  before  all 
*'  worlds,"  by  that  decree  which  David,  in  the 
fecond  Pfalm,  was  authcrifcd  to  reveal  to  us ; 
and  herein  we  fliall  do  nothing  more  than  what 
we  are  obliged  to  do,  when  Jefus  is  called  the 
Lamb,  flain  from  the  foundation  of  the  world. 
Hence,  in  rejeding  the  dodrine  of  the  Filia- 
tion, as  it  is  received  and  interpreted,  we  fhall 
do  nothing  injurious  to  the  credit  of  the  Church, 
Jalva  er  it  fides  Ec  define,  protected  by  that  over- 
ruling providence  of  God,  which  would  not 
fuffer  abjolute  and  unavoidable  error  to  be  fanc- 
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tioned  by  its  Creed ;  for  error  there  will  be 
none,  except  what  will  remain  entirely  with  our- 
felves,  if  we  put  an  interpretation  upon  the  words 
of  the  Creed  which  the  Gofpel  will  not  warrant. 
We  are  not  unavoidably  compelled  to  put  a  con- 
ftrudion  upon  the  words,  as  fignifying  that  a  ge- 
neration of  the  Son  of  God  adually  took  place 
before  all  worlds.  Vv^e  may,  and  lawfully  we 
may,  interpret  them  as  referring  to  the  decree  of 
the  Divine  mind,  which  v/as  before  all  worlds  ; 
and  then  the  article  is  in  no  refped:  oppolite  to 
the  dodrine  of  the  Gofpel,  or  to  the  tenor  of  the 
Scriptures  in  general.  It  is  always  in  our  power, 
and  lawful  for  us,  when  words  are  fairly  capable 
of  two  fenfes,  to  adopt  that  fenfe  which  fhall 
appear  to  us  to  be  moft  confonant  with  truth. 
In  the  prefent  inftance,  that  the  words  will  ad- 
mit of  two  different  interpretations,  is  indifput- 
able,  and  therefore  we  have  our  choice  whether 
of  the  two  is  to  be  preferred ;  and  if,  by  referring 
them  to  the  decree  of  the  Divine  mind,  they 
become  freed  from  that  oppofition  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Scripture  with  which  otherwife  they 
may  be  charged,  there  cannot  be  a  doubt  but 
that  we  ought  to  refer  them  to  it. 

If  it  fhould  be  faid,  that,  by  referring  them  in 
this  manner,  we  fliall  give  a  fenfe  to  the  words 
which  the  framers  of  the  Creed  never  intended 
fhould  be  conveyed  by  them,  perhaps  it  may  be 
fo.  But  what  then  ?  Mufl  their  intention  bind 
us  ?  Our  faith  is  to  be  founded  on  Divine  Re- 
velation 
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velatlon  and  Scripture  truths,  not  on  the  inten- 
tion of  fallible  men.  But  it  is  not  quite  certain 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Fathers  at  Con- 
ftantinople  to  limit  the  fenfe  of  the  words  to  an 
Eternal  Generation  in  the  Divine  nature  ;  for  in 
the  Creeds  which  were  circulated  before  the 
Council  was  held,  the  article  under  coniideration 
was  thus  expreffed,   rov   en    m  Uxr^og  yswi^^evToi 

TTOO   TTOCVTidV  TCOV     CiiUVCOV    TliTig-lV    SK    TVg   HfTlXg   TH    Tloi- 

Tcog  :  but  in  the  Creed  eftablidied  by  the  Coun- 
cil, the  latter  words  mrsg-iv,  &c.  which  would 
have  fixed  it  as  their  intention  that  the  article 
fhould  exprefs  an  ad:ual  generation  in  the  Di- 
vine nature,  are  omitted.  The  reafon  affigned 
ofthisomiffion  by  fome  learned  men,  does  not 
feem  to  be  quite  admiffible.  They  tell  us  that 
it  was  omitted  becaufe  it  would  have  been  tauto- 
logical, the  fame  thing  being  implied  in  the  word 
of/^ona-iog.  But  furely  ofjioacriog  does  not  fignify  the 
fame  as  yevvvi^BVToi,  ek  Tvjg  ^cnotg  m  Uur^og ;  fo  that, 
for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the 
Fathers  might  have  omitted  the  words  under 
confideration,  as  being  unwilling  to  fix  abfolutely 
the  fenfe  of  the  article  yBWYi^evToc  Trpo  tto^vtuv  tuv 
utuvoov.  Whether,  however,  they  did  or  not,  the 
fenfe  of  the  article  is  not  fo  certainly  fixed  in  the 
Creed  as  to  preclude  us  from  interpreting  it  of 
the  decree  of  the  Divine  mind  ;  and  if  it  allowably 
may  be  fo  interpreted,  no  Chriftian  ought  to  he- 
fitate  a  moment  about  giving  it  the  interpreta- 
tion, fince  hereby  he  will  be  freed  from  profef- 
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(ing  to  believe  what  the  Gofpel  hath  not  required 
him  to  believe,  and  from  a  faith  v/hich  appears 
to  be  totally  unauthorifed  by  any  revelation  from 
God. 

One  word  more  upon  this  matter,  as  I  wiih 
to  meet  every  obje6lion,  however  frivolous, 
which  may  be  made  to  our  interpreting  the  words 
under  confideration  of  the  decree  of  the  Divine 
mind.  It  may  be  faid,  that  by  giving  them  this 
interpretation  we  (hall  be  guilty  of  a  degree  of 
prevarication,  which  in  a  profeffion  of  faith  moft 
afTu redly  ought  to  have  no  place.  For  when 
we  fay  that  the  fon  of  God  was  begotten  of  the 
Father  before  all  worlds,  we  profefs  to  believe  as 
a  certain  fa6b  the  Eternal  Generation  ;  but  when 
we  put  this  interpretation  on  the  words,  we  muft 
neceffarily  profefs  a  very  different  faith,  and  a 
faith  which  the  words  themfelves  do  not  exprefs. 
In  anfwer  to  this  I  am  to  obferve,  that  herein 
vve  fhall  do  nothing  more  than  what  we  are  often 
accuftomed,  and  indeed  obliged  to  do  upon  man)r 
other  occafions.  He  that  at  ?2ig/jt  fays,  Give  us 
th's  day  our  daily  bread,  cannot  have  a  meaning 
precifely  anfwering  to  the  words  by  which  he 
expreifes  himfelf.  When  St.  Paul  fays,  2  Tim. 
i.  9.  "  that  Grace  was  given  usy  in  Chrifl  Je- 
fus,  before  the  world  began,"  and  Titus  i.  z, 
**  that  God  promifed  that  eternal  life,  on  which 
our  hope  is  founded,  before  the  world  began,'* 
how  can  we  interpret  thefe  expreffions  other- 
wife. 
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wife,  than  by  applying  them  to  the  decree  and 
purpofe  of  the  Divine  mind  ?  Will  there  be  any 
prevarication  in  this  ?  Ailuredly  not  :  fo  neither 
will  there  be  in  referring  the  words  **  begotten 
before  all  worlds,"  to  the  determination  and  pur- 
pofe of  the  Divine  mind,  who  is  generally  repre- 
fented  to  us,  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  having 
predetermined  our  falvation,  by  Chrift  Jefus, 
from  all  eternity. 

What  other  objection  the  ingenuity  of  man 
may  invent  againft  giving  the  article  this  inter- 
pretation, I  knov/  not ;  nor  (ball  I  flay  to  en- 
quire. It  is  to  be  lamented  that  the  article  ever 
gained  any  admiffion  into  the  Creed  ;  but  fince  it 
is  there,  and  hath  defcended  to  us  through  fuch 
a  feries  of  ages,  it  is  not  only  allowable,  but  even 
incumbent  upon  us  to  give  it  fuch  an  interpre- 
tation as  fhall  be  confiftent  with  Scripture  and 
with  truth.  To  expunge  it  altogether,  v/ould 
be  too  bold  and  too  hazardous  an  attempt,  and, 
moreover,  is  not  by  any  means  necellary,  as  wc 
can  give  a  knCc  to  it  which  in  every  refpedt  is 
juftifiable  :  and  as  that  is  the  cafe,  every  man 
who  thinks  with  me,  will,  when  he  repeats  the 
Creed,  give  it  that  {tnfcy  and  he  who  does  not, 
will  abound  in  his  own  fenfe ;  and  if  he  is  fatif- 
fied  in  his  own  mind,  will  not  be  interrupted. 
So  long  as  he  has  no  controverfy  with  the  Ari- 
ans,  his  perfevering  in  the  old  opinion  may  per- 
haos  be  attended  with  no  inconvenience  j  but  if 
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he  attempts,  under  the  influence  of  this  opinion, 
lo  defend  the  do(5lrine  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Soa 
of  God  againft  them,  it  cannot  be  but  that  he 
muft  be  foiled.  Filiation  is,  by  neceffity,  fub- 
jediion,  fubordination,  and  inferiority  j  and  fuch 
It  ever  muft  continue  to  be,  as  long  as  the  lan- 
guage of  human  beings  prevails,  and  is  intel- 
ligible J  and  therefore  if  the  Son  of  God  was 
from  all  eternity  in  a  flate  of  filiation,  he  was 
from  all  eternity  in  a  flate  of  fubjedlion,  fubor- 
dination, and  inferiority  :  and  then,  however  he 
may  be  faid  to  be  in  fubdance  like  unto  the  Fa- 
ther, yet  he  cannot  be  faid  to  be,  what  I  mofl 
firmly  believe  that  he  is,  equal  in  his  Godhead  in 
every  refpecfl  to  the  Father. 

To  the  Arian,  then,  I  fay,  I  difown  your  doc- 
trine of  an  Eternal  Filiation.  I  deny  it  to  be 
any  dodlrine  either  of  the  Scripture  or  of  primi- 
tive Chriftianity.  I  acknowledge  the  truth  of 
what  you  fay,  that  in  refped:  of  filiation  a  Son 
cannot  be  as  old,  or  otherwife  than  inferior  to 
his  Father;  and  that  in  refped  of  filiation  a  Son 
cannot  have  any  exiflence  until  he  is  begotten  : 
and  I  fay  that  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  had  no  ex- 
iftence  as  a  Son  until  he  was  conceived  and  born 
of  the  Blelfed  Virgin  :  but  I  fay  that  he  had  an 
exiftence  prior  to  that  event,  although  not  as  a 
So?2,  yet  as  God,  That  he  was  always  sv  a^xv 
with  God,  and  that  he  was  God ;  that  he  be- 
came flefh,  was  hrn,  and  by  his  i^irtA  became  a 

Son  ; 


[     62     ] 

Soji ;  and  by  that  birth  fubjecfled  himfelf  to  all 
the  confequences  of  a  flate  of  fihation,  to  all  its 
fubjedtion,    fubordination,  and   inferiority;    but 
neverthelefs  he  ftill   continued  to  be  God  after, 
as  he  was  before,  the  incarnation  ;  to  be   God 
the  Son,  as  he  was  £v  a^xv  ^°^  ^^^  Word.  What 
will,  or  can,  the  Arian  oppofe  againft  this  ?  Will 
he  fay  that   God  the  Word  could   not,   if  he 
thought  fit,  fubmit  to  be   born,  and  to  become 
God  the  Son  ?  or  will  he  fay,  that  by  this  fub- 
miffion  his  Divine  exiftence  was  annihilated  ?  or 
will  he  fay,  that  he  was  no  other  wife  God  than 
as  he  was  the  Son   of  God?   But  his  Divinity 
was  not  the  confequence  of  his  Filiation,  but  his 
Filiation,  and  his  becoming  the  Son  of  God,  and 
God  the  Son,  was  the  confequence  of  his  being 
God  from  all  eternity,  as   the   dodtrine  of  St. 
John   moil:  manifeftly  teacheth  us.      For  as  he 
was    God   prior    to   the    incarnation,    therefore 
when  he  fubmitted  to  become  incarnate,  and  to 
be  born  a  So?i,   he  was,  and  by  neceffary  confe- 
quence muft  be,  God  the  Son. 

Away  then  with  all  thofe  groundlefs  objec- 
tions to  the  proper  Divinity  of  our  God  and 
Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  with  which  Arianifm  hath 
infe(5ted  and  perplexed  the  minds  of  Chriftians. 
Away  with  all  thofe  idle  conceits,  whereby  he 
is  reprefented  as  imperfe(5t  in  his  Godhead;  as 
God  only  in  part,  as  if  he  had  not  the  full  mea- 
fure  of  Divinit}'.  The  dodtrine  of  the  Scrip- 
ture, 
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ture,  and  by  that  only  we  are  to  be  guided  upon 
this    awful  fubjedt,   is  plainly  otherwife — that 
he  exifted  from  all  eternity  with  God,  and  that 
he  was  God.     Will  any  one,  then,  who  receives 
the  dod;rine  of  Scripture,  be  fo  infatuated  as  to 
fay,  that ,  by  reafon  of  his  condefcending  mercy 
to  mankind,  he  became  diminiOied  in  his  God- 
head ',  and   that  thereby  he  ceafed  to  have  the 
full  meafure  of  Divinity  ?  This  either  he  muft 
fay,  or  fubmit  himfelf  to  the  true  catholic  doc- 
trine, that  he  is  very  and  eternal  God,  co-equal 
and  co-eiTential  with  the  Father,  unlefs  he  choofes 
to  revert  to  the  arguments  which  may  be   de- 
rived from  the  dod:rine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation. 
But  thefe  will  be  all  ufelefs  and  idle,  unlefs  he 
can  bring  dired:  and  unqueftionable  proof  from 
Scripture  of  the  truth  of  the  dodlrine.      For  un- 
til he  hath  fully  eflablifhed  this,  and  beyond  the 
reach  of  controverfy,  he  cannot  be  heard. 

It  is  true,  the  philofophic  mind,  which  de- 
lighteth  in  attending,  to  the  dictates  of  what  is 
called  rational  Chrijiianityy  will  draw  back  from 
the  reprefentation  here  given.  It  has  ellablillied 
a  criterion  of  the  Deity  within  itfelf,  and  from 
thence  it  argues,  as  if  from  the  plenitude  of 
truth.  If  the  Deity  be  as  we  conceive  him  to 
be,  perfe<^  and  fupreme,  what  will  become  of 
his  Godhead  when  he  is  fubjeded  and  inferior, 
and  not  omnifcient  ?  What,  indeed  ?  The  an- 
fwer  will  be,  that  he  will  then  beccme  what  it 
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is  Impofi'ible  he  fhould  be  on  the  principles  of 
llich  a  philofophic  mind.  He  will  become 
what  rational  Chrijlianity  will  not  fuffer  him  to 
be.  But  here  let  me  wifh  the  philofopher  re- 
covered from  his  lad  delulion.  Rational  Chrifti- 
anity!  I  thought  our  Chriftianity  had  been  a  re- 
vealed Chrijlianity.  The  world  never  yet 
heard  of  the  promulgation  of  any  other  Chrif- 
tianity. Whither  then,  philofopher,  art  thou 
gone  aftray  t  or  what  is  it  you  mean  when  you 
make  ufe  of  the  word  Chriflianity  ?  Do  you 
mean  that  fyftem  of  religion  which  is  derived  to 
us  from  revelation  in  the  Gofpel  ?  If  you  do, 
what  occallon  is  there  for  the  epithet  rational^ 
Surely  there  cannot  be  two  fpecies  of  Chrifti- 
nity  ;  the  one  rational,  and  the  other  abfurd  and 
irrational.  There  cannot  be  a  rational  revealed 
-XThriftianity,  and  an  irrational  revealed  Chrijli- 
anity. Why  then  do  you  harp  with  fo  much 
confequential,  Imuftfay,  impertinence,  upon  the 
words  rational  Chrijlianity  -,  "  wifliing,  as  you 
fay,  to  fee  Chriftianity  fettled  on  a  rational  foun- 
dation, that  it  may  be  worthy  of  God  ?"  Is  not 
then  Chriftianity  fettled  on  a  rational  foundation 
in  the  Gofpel  ?  Will  it  not  be  worthy  of  God, 
until  it  (hall  have  been  pruned  and  ameliorated 
by  your  exertions  ?  O  foolifti  child  of  pride, 
defcend  from  thefe  towering  heights  unto  which 
feif-conceit  and  the  wifdom  of  your  own  ima- 
gination have  raifed  you.      Conlider,  I  pray  you. 
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AayiTov  (piXoo'o'ps.  We  are  all  of  us,  although  fettled 
upon  this  lower  earth,  conne(fted  with  the  invi- 
fible  world,  the  world  of  fpirits  :  of  this  we  nei- 
ther do  nor  can  know  any  thing  while  we  are  in 
the  body,  otherwife  than  by  information.  The 
utmoft  flretch  of  the  human  mind  will  not  reach 
to  the  throne  of  God ;  neither  is  the  world  of 
fpirits  fubjedted  to  our  fenfible  perceptions. 
Whatever  knowledge  therefore  we  may  have  of 
them,  it  muft  be  all  derived  to  us  from  informa- 
tion ;  and  this  information,  if  fully  authenti- 
cated to  us  to  come  from  God  and  the  invifible 
world,  what  can  we,  what  fhall  we  dare  to  urge 
againft  its  truth  ?  What  fignify  all  the  workings 
and  contortions  of  our  minds,  when  exerted 
againft  that  information  which  is  authenticated 
to  us  to  come  from  Heaven  ?  Are  our  minds  the 
efficients  of  a  revelation,  or  does  it  depend  upon 
them  ?  Will  not  God  and  the  invifible  world  be 
other  than  fuch  as  our  minds  appoint  them  to 
be  ?  How  involved  mufl  he  be  in  the  darknefs 
of  philofophical  error,  and  how  infenfible  of  his 
own  fad  fituation,  who  can  maintain  that  God 
muft  be  that  alone  which  an  uninformed  mind 
choofes  to  determine  that  he  fhall  be  ?  If  God 
and  the  world  of  fpirits  exifted  only  as  the  crea- 
tion of  our  minds,  no  idea  of  them  would  be  ad- 
miflible,  but  fuch  as  our  m.inds  lliould  adjudge 
to  them.  But  fo  entirely  is  it  the  reverfe,  that 
they  have  their  exiilence  without  us,  and  ante- 
F  cedent 
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cedent  to  any  idea  that  we  may  have  of  th«m. 
When  therefore  the  knowledge  of  them  is  com- 
municated to  us  on  the  certain  grounds  of  an 
undoubted  revelation  from  Heaven,  our  minds 
are  altogether  unoperative,  and  are  only  the  re- 
ceptacles of  that  information  which  the  revela- 
tion communicates  to  us  ;  and  therefore  we  have 
nothing  to  do  but  to  acquiefce  implicitly,  being- 
incompetent  to  determine  any  thing  but  with 
regard  to  the  reality  of  the  revelation.  Hence 
if  the  revelation  is  that  the  Son  of  God  is  God 
the  Son,  the  mind  hath  no  employment  for  itfelf 
on  this  occafion  but  what  confifts  in  the  ac- 
knowledgement of  its  truth  ;  for  whether  it  can 
or  cannot  be  fo,  the  mind  hath  no  pov/ers 
whereby  to  determine.  Powers  it  hath  fuffi- 
cient  to  determine  whether  the  communication 
is  from  Heaven  or  not ;  but-  the  thing  commu- 
nicated lies  all  beyond  its  reach.  What  may 
be  the  conflitutlon  of  the  eternal  nature,  other 
than  as  we  are  infurmed,  we  know  not :  of  finite 
nature,  the  nature  of  man,  we  are  able  to  pro-, 
nounce  determinately.  We  can  determine  phy- 
fically  that  it  is  impoffible  for  him,  as  he  is  con- 
ftituted,  to  tread  the  air  or  the  fea  as  upon  a  fo- 
lid.  We  can  pronounce  with  affurance  that,  as 
he  is  at  prefent  conftituted,  he  cannot  pafs 
through  a  folid  without  being  impeded.  We 
know  that  he  is  limited  in  refpec^t  of  place,  and 
that  he  cannot  be  in  more  than  one  at  the  fame 

time. 
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time.  Thefe,  with  many  other  things,  we  can 
determine  with  infaUible  certainty  and  afTurance, 
becaufe  we  know  the  nature  of  man.  But  when 
we  are  told  any  thing  concerning  the  exifting  na- 
ture of  God,  we  can  determine  nothing  beyond 
what  we  are  told  :  all  beyond  this  is  involved  in 
clouds  and  darknefs.  To  pronounce  therefore 
with  regard  to  what  we  are  told,  on  the  authority 
of  revelation,  concerning  a  nature  with  which 
we  are  otherwife  totally  unacquainted,  that  it  is 
irrational  or  impoflible,  muft  be  the  fuggeftioa 
rather  of  infanity  than  of  philofophy.  Mad  in- 
deed would  he  be  who  fliould  fay,  that  what  the 
veil  conceals  from  his  eyes  hath  no  exiftence,  or 
only  fuch  an  exiftence  as  his  fancy  choofes  to 
determine  for  it.  What,  I  afk  you,  are  the 
thoughts  of  a  perfon  far  diflant  from  you  ?  Will 
you  fay,  becaufe  he  is  at  a  diflance  from  you, 
that  he  has  no  thoughts  at  all;  or  when  he  com- 
municates his  thoughts  to  you,  that  they  were 
impoffible  to  have  been  in  his  mind  -,  that  there 
was  a  phylical  impoffibility  of  the  mind's  being 
exercifed  by  any  thoughts.  In  your  fenfes  you 
certainly  would  not  fay  this ;  and  yet  you  think 
yourfelf  perfecftly  in  your  fenfes  when  you  argue 
that  it  is  impoffible  that  the  exifting  nature  of 
God  {hould  be,  what  a  melfenger  from  God 
himfelf  informs  you  that  it  affuredly  is.  Re- 
member, as  from  yourfelf,  you  know  not  what 
it  is  :  your  very  remote  diflance  frorri  it,  and  the 
F   2  veil 
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veil  that  is  before  your  eyes,  prevent  you  from 
having  any  perception  of  it.  When  therefore 
the  owner  of  this  moft  ftupendous  nature  autho- 
rifes  a  revelation  of  himfelf  to  you,  if  it  is  not 
madnefs,  I  know  not  what  elfe  it  can  be,  to  ar- 
gue againil:  the  truth  and  poffibiHty  of  that  which 
is  revealed.  Madnefs  it  moft  affu redly  is,  when 
you  cannot  poffibly  know  any  thing  to  the  con- 
trary, to  fay,  that  the  Word,  the  Divine  Koyoq, 
who  in  union  with  our  nature  is  the  Son  of  God, 
cannot  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  be  God  in  unity 
with  the  Father.  It  is  the  madnefs  of  a  philo- 
fophic  mind ;  the  madnefs  of  a  mind  led  aftray 
iv  T^av^pyici  TTi^avoXoyiccg.  We  have  no  Chrifli- 
anity,  no  Chriftian  religion  but  what  is  derived 
to  us  from  the  facred  Scriptures ;  and  a  religion 
derived  from  any  other  fource  is  not  Chriflianity. 
While  the  fautors,  therefore,  of  what  is  called 
rational  Chriflianity,  are  pluming  themfelves  on 
the  derivation  of  their  religion  from  rational 
principles,  independent  of  revelation,  they  are 
condemning  themfelves  ;  for  the  holy  Gofpel  is 
not  founded  on  the  wifdom  of  man,  but  of 
God. 

Upon  this  principle,  and  that  I  may  revert 
to  my  fubjed:,  no  do(^lrine  is  to  be  admitted 
among  Chriftians  as  an  article  of  their  religious 
faith,  which  is  not  fully  and  decidedly  authorifcd 
by  the  revelation  of  this  divine  wifdom  ;  and 
therefore  if  the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation 

hath 
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hath  not  fuch  authority,  the  Chriftian  will  be 
highly  culpable  in  maintaining  it.  He  is  under 
no  obligation  of  maintaining  it  from  the  article 
which  is  in  the  Creed,  fmce  that  admits  very 
obvioully  of  being  interpreted  differently;  and 
why  he  fliould  not  interpret  it  according  to  the 
interpretation  which  it  will  fo  obvioully  admit 
of,  I  own  I  fee  not. 

Let  it  be  obferved,  that  the  docftrine  we  are 
confidering  is  by  no  means  neceilary  to  Chrifli- 
anity  ;  and  that  the  Gofpel  difpenfition  will  be 
what  it  is  without  it ;  that  there  will  be  a  Son 
of  God,  and  that  the  Redeemer  of  fallen  man 
will  be  God  incarnate,  with  this  difference  only, 
that  the  incarnate  God  will  not  be  God  only  in 
fome  partial  refped,  but  in  the  full  meafure  of 
Divinity ;  not  in  the  fenfe  of  Arius  and  his  fol- 
lowers, but  in  that  fulnefs  of  Divinity  which  is 
afcribed  to  him  by  the  facred  writers. 

The  prejudice  of  longrrooted  opinions  will 
not,  I  own,  eafily  be  removed.  The  mind  muft 
have  time  to  reconcile  itfelf  to  a  different  train 
of  thou£^ht  from  that  to  which  it  hath  been  ac- 
cuflomed  j  to  recover,  as  it  were,  from  that  trance 
cf  error  with  which  perhaps  it  may  for  a  length 
of  time  have  been  fubdued.  It  is  not  therefore 
to  be  expeded  that  men  fhould  change  their 
opinions  upon  this  fubje(!l  of  the  Filiation  with- 
^out  great  relu(!tance,  neither,  if  they  fhould  he- 
fitate,  ought  they  to  be  blamed  for  it.  The  in- 
F  3  terpretatioii 
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terpretation  put  upon  the  article  in  the  Nicenc 
Creed,  hath  been  maintained  in  the  Church  for 
a  very  long  feries  of  years,  and  of  courfe  cannot 
but  have  impreffed  upon  the  mind  a  ftrong  and 
venerable  prejudice  in  favour  of  it.      I  acknov^^- 
ledge  and  feel  this  moft  fenfibly   myfelf.      But 
truly  venerable  as   thefe  opinions  are,  they  are 
not  fuperior  to  truth,  neither  ought  they  to  be 
maintained  in  oppofition  to  it ;  and  if  they  cannot 
be  juftified  to  be  true  by  the  Scripture,  nor  by  the 
dodrines  of  the  firll  and  primitive  Church  of 
Chrift,  it  can  be  no  prefumption  in  us  to  fay  that 
they  do  not  merit  that  veneration  which  is  paid 
to  them.     That  they   are  not  in  this  inflance 
jiiftified  by  the  Scripture,  may  perhaps  be  af- 
firmed to  have  been  proved  j  becaufe  it  has  been 
proved  that  the  Scripture  docftrine  is  in  dire6t 
oppofition  to  them.     That  thev  are  not  juftified 
by  the  doclrines  of  the  firfl  and  primitive  Chrif- 
tian  Fathers,  hath  alfo  been  proved  ;  and  in  op- 
pofition to  this,   I  fee  not  what  can  be  offered 
that  will  be  of  any  validity.     The  paffages  ufu- 
ally   produced  from  Scripture   in  favour  of  an 
Eternal  Filiation,   do  not    prove  the  doctrine; 
neither  are  they  at  all  applicable  to  it,  otherwife 
than  as  you  firfl  preconceive  the  dodtrine  your- 
fcif.     The  queflion  is  not  whether  you  can  make 
any  particular  pafiage  of  Scripture  bend  to  the 
purpofe  of  your  preconception,  but  whether  you 
can  juflify  the  truth  of  your  preconception  by 

any 
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any  plain,  explicit  declaration  of  Scripture,  that 
a  Son  of  God  was  eternally  generated  in  the  Di- 
vine nature.  This,  if  you  can  do  it,  will  be  de- 
cilive  -y  but  arguments  drawn  from  any  other 
fource  will  all  prove  fallacious  and  infufiicient. 

Let  it  be  remembered,  that  the  whole  know- 
ledge we  have  o^a  Son  of  God  is  entirely  derived 
to  us  from  the  New  Teflament :  that  prior  to 
the  promulgation  of  the  Gofpel  mankind  were 
never  taught  to  confider  the  Deity  as  the  Father 
of  a  Son.  Our  information  therefore  upon  this 
fubje(5t  mufl  all  be  derived  to  us  from  the  Gof- 
pel J  and  if  the  Gofpel  teaches  us  any  where  that 
a  Son  was  eternally  generated  in  the  Divine  na- 
ture before  all  worlds,  then  muft  we  undoubt- 
edly fubmit,  and  embrace  fuch  dodrine  as  truth. 
But  where,  throughout  the  whole  New  Tefla- 
me-nt,  is  any  fuch  dodrine  inculcated  ?  A  Son  of 
God  is  announced  to  us.  Jefus  is  declared  to 
be  that  Son.  When,  and  the  manner  how  he 
was  born  the  Son  of  God,  is  plainly  declared  to 
us  ',  and  Vv'ho  he  was,  and  what  he  exifted  before 
he  was  born  the  Son  of  God,  But  not  a  fyl- 
lable  is  faid  of  his  having  been  eternally  the  Son 
of  God,  before  he  was  born  in  time  the  Son  of 
God.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  exprefsly  faid  that 
he  was  the  Koyog  'j  that  he  always  was  fuch ;  and 
that  the  Ao'^^os  was  not  vlog,  but  Qzog.  Surely,  if 
it  had  been  the  truth,  the  Evangelill  would  have 
laid  that  he  was  the  vlog  cuMViog,  or  vlog  ev  ao%^ 
F  4  ©£» : 
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Gbh  :  but  in  diretSt  oppofition  to  any  fuch  doc- 
trine, in  the  moH:  decifive  manner  he  fays,  ©EOS 
Tjv  0  Xoyoq.     Ly  what  authority  then  are  we  to  fay 

that  the  Xoyo;  eu  cc^xV  ^'^^  "°^  ®^°^>  ^^^  ^*°^  ®^^  -'* 
But  this  we  certainly  do  fay,  when  we  alTert  the 
do(5trine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation.  From  whence 
did  Juflin  Martyr  derive  his  notion,  that  **  In 
the  beginning,  before  all  creation,  the  Deity 
ysyzwYiKS  ovvuuiv  rivtz  6^  eaum  XoytZYiU,  and  that 
this  dvvoiyAg  was,  among  other  titles,  denominated 
the  Word  ?"  Either  from  Philo,  probably,  or 
Plato  J  but  mofl  afluredly  not  from  the  Scrip- 
ture. The  paflage  which  he  produces  from  the 
book  of  Proverbs,  will  not  juftify  him  in  his 
conceit;  neither  will  it  prove  what  he  willies  to 
prove  by  it.  The  paflage  itfelf  is  figurative  :  it 
is  a  very  beautiful,  but  figurative  perfonification 
of  wifdom  i  and  its  objedtis  to  declare,  that  wif- 
dom  is  and  ever  was  with  God ;  that  it  not 
only  was  with  him  in  the  feveral  creative  exer- 
tions of  his  power,  but  that  it  was  always  and 
from  all  eternity  ellentially  with  him,  and  infe- 
parable  from  him.  But  where  in  this  do  we 
difcover  the  dodrine  which  Juftin  endeavours  to 
derive  from  it  ?  v/here  that  he  generated  from 
iijl  eternity  a  Son  in  his  own  Divine  nature,  or  a 
CuvoiUAV  Tivoc  e£  eccvTii  Xoyizyjvi  It  is  true,  in  the 
paflage,  as  he  quotes  it  from  the  Septuagint,  it 
is  faid,  Uao  c.e  ttocvtuv  tojv  f?.iivuv  ysvvoc  f^cB.  But  this 
tranflation  is   not  jufliified  by  the   Hebrew,  as 
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neither  is  our  Englifli  tranflation.  ♦n^bin  does 
not  fignify  yevvoi  f^e,  ox  Jumformata,  according  to 
the  lexicons,  or  /  nsoas  brought  forth^  according 
to  our  tranflation  ;  but  partiirivij  *'  I  was  pro- 
dudive."  So  alfo  at  the  23d  verfe  the  tranf- 
lators  feem  to  have  improperly  interpreted  the 
word  'riDDJ,  to  which  they  have  given  a  paffive 
fignification,  **  I  was  fet  up."  In  the  fecond 
Pfahn,  ver.  6,  they  interpret  it  adlively ;  and  fo 
they  ought  to  have  interpreted  it  here.  Pagni- 
nus,  in  this  place,  properly  tranilates  it  babul 
principatiim  ;  /  prcvailedy  I  had  the  controiiL 
Read  the  whole  paflage  thus  rendered,  and  what 
objection  will  lie  to  ilt 

"  The  Lord  pofTeffed  me  in  the  beginning 
"  of  his  way,  before  his  works  of  old. 

**  I  had  the  controul  from  everlafting ;  from 
**  the  beginning,  or  ever  the  earth  was. 

**  When  there  were  no  depths  I  was  pro- 
**  dudlive  :  when  there  were  no  fountains, 
**  abounding  with  water. 

**  Before  the  mountains  were  fettled ;  before 
**  the  hills  was  I  produdive." 

The  reader,  if  he  attends  to  the  whole  of  the 
pafl'age,  will  perceive  that  throughout  wifdom  is 
reprefented  as  adlirig,  not  as  the  patient ;  and 
therefore  to  give  a  paflive  fignification  to  the 
words  above  noticed,  is  to  break  in  upon  the  har- 
mony of  the  whole  ;  and  this  being  admitted,  it 
will  appear  that  the  conceit  of  Juftin,  and  of  all 
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thofe  who  have  followed  him  in  the  fame  line,  is 
wholly  groundlefs  and  unfupported. 

That  the  palfage,  under  this  figurative  perfo- 
nification  of  wifdom,  may  very  fairly  be  applied 
to  the  Eternal  Word,  the  Divine  Aoyogy  I  moil: 
readily  acknowledge  3  for,  experienced  as  we 
have  that  his  delights  have  been  with  the  fons  of 
men,  it  is  almofl:  impoffible  for  us  not  to  fee 
how  applicable  it  is  to  him.  But  according  to 
the  Septuagint,  or  our  Englidi  tranilation,  the 
application  of  it  to  him  is  wholly  inadmiffible ; 
inafmuch  as  the  yzwcz  ^^a  of  the  Septuagint,  and 
•*  vv^as  brought  forth,"  of  the  Engiifli,  fo  en- 
tirely difagree  Vv^ith  the  words  of  St.  John,  who 
plainly  fays,  Ev  cc^xv  ^^^  0  Xoyog,  neither  that  he 
was  begotten,  nor  that  he  was  brought  forth, 
but  that  he  exifted. 

Juflin  alfo  avails  himielf  of  a  paflage  in  the 
53dofIfaiah,  where,  according  to  our  tranfla- 
tion,  it  is  written,  *'  who  fhall  declare  his  ge- 
neration ?"  apprehending  its  purport  to  be,  *'  who 
fliall  defcribe  the  manner  in  which  he  was  ge- 
nerated ?"  He  urges  it  in  fupport  of  his  conceit, 
that  the  Deity  had  generated  if  luum  ^wcc^iv 
rivcc  XoyDCip.  But  what  the  tranllarors  render 
generaiion,  has  no  fuch  fignification.  Properly, 
"in  fignifies  the  time,  age,  or  perhaps  even  the 
place  in  vv"hich  a  perfon  refides,  but  never,  as  far 
as  I  am  able  to  difcover,  does  it  fignily  the  de- 
fccnt,  or  tlie  generated  origin  of  a  psrfon.     The 
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Greek  tranflators  render  the  word  yeveoc,  which 
being  as  equivocal  as  our  Englidi  word  genera- 
tion, Juftin  the  more  eafily  made  it  fublervient 
to  the  piirpofes  of  his  own  opinion.  However, 
not  todv^ell  any  farther  on  the  miftakes  of  this 
worthy  Father,  which  are  both  many  and  vari- 
ous, and  have  been  noticed  by  many  writers, 
both  ancient  and  modern,  I  fhall  only  detain  the 
reader  while  I  lay  before  him  a  fummary  of  my 
own  ideas  on  the  fubjedl  of  the  Filiation. 

I.  If  the  received  dodrine  of  the  Filiation  is 
true,  then  muft  Father  always  have  been 
what  the  Arians  fuppofe  it  to  be ;  the  efTential 
and  difcriminating  character  of  the  Deity.  But 
for  more  than  4000  years  prior  to  our  Saviour's 
birth  of  the  Bleffed  Virgin,  no  fuch  difcriminat- 
ing charadter  of  the  Deity  was  known  to  man- 
kind. God  was  known,  and  acknowledged  to 
be  the  univerfal  Parent  of  all  things  ;  but  as 
the  Father  of  a  proper  Son,  nothing  of  the  kind 
was  either  known  or  acknowledged  till  the  event 
of  our  Lord's  conception  and  birth.  Until  there- 
fore that  event  had  taken  place,  we  have  no  au- 
thority from  Revelation  for  faying  that  t/je  Fa- 
tber  is  the  efTential  and  difcriminating  charader 
of  the  Deity  j  nor  of  courfe  have  we  any  revealed 
authority  for  the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filia- 
tion. When  therefore  we  talk  of  a  generation 
of  the  Deity  from  him.felf,  whether  we  call  that 
generation  a  Ayj/a^^c,  or  AoyQg,  or  Tlog,  or  what- 
ever 
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ever  elfe,  we  have  no  ground  or  authority  at  all 
for  it.  The  whole  is  nothing  but  the  conceit  of 
a  bufy  curiofity,  reftlefsly  inquifitive  after  what 
has  not  been  communicated  to  it,  and  liable  to 
be  as  erroneous  as  it  is  impertinent. 

2.  The  do(5trine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  be  any  dodtrine  of  the  New 
Teftament  j  on  the  contrary,  the  Gofpels  of  St. 
Matthew,  St.  Luke,  and  St.  John,  appear  to  be 
in  dired:  oppofition  to  any  fuch  do6lrine  :  and 
with  regard  to  any  paffages  in  the  New  Tefla- 
ment,  which  may  feem  to  accord  with  the  doc- 
trine, let  it  be  remembered  that  they  do  not 
teach  or  propofe  it  to  our  faith.  The  whole 
that  can  be  faid  of  them  is,  that  if  the  dodtrine 
itfelf  is  true,  they  may  be  interpreted  as  in  agree- 
ment with  it ;  but  as  this  is  no  proof  that  the 
dodlrine  is  true,  therefore  it  will  be  no  argument 
in  fovourof  an  Eternal  Filiation  ;  for  the  admif- 
fion  of  which  there  will  flill  be  wanting  revealed 
authority. 

3.  The  doctrine  hath  no  countenance  or  fup- 
port  ill  the  writings  of  the  primitive  Apoftolical 
Fathers,  or  in  the  Creed  of  the  Church,  com- 
monly called  the  Apoftles'  Creed.  Juftin  Mar- 
tyr, towards  the  m^iddle  of  the  fecond  century,  is 
the  firft  in  whofe  writings  there  is  any  appear- 
ance of  the  doctrine ;  and  in  them  it  is  entirely 
built  upon  a  milinterpreted  paflage  in  the  Old 
Teflament.  inaccurately  tranflated  by  the  Se- 
venty : 
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venty :  and  if  in  the  writings  of  thofe  who  fuc- 
ceeded  to  the  times  of  Juflin  we  iind  the  docflrine 
received  and  maintained,  that  will  not  alter  the 
cafe  ',  for  if  it  was  wrong  and  without  foundation 
in  his  writings,  it  is  equally  fo  in  theirs. 

4.  However  the  dodrine  might  have  been 
countenanced  by  particular  Dod:ors  of  the 
Church,  it  was  neverthelefs  difowned  and  re- 
jected by  the  Council  of  Nice.  Propofed  to  the 
Council  it  certainly  was  by  Eufebius  ;  and  as  it 
was  not  admitted  to  make  an  article  in  the  Creed 
of  the  Council,  it  is  plain  that  it  was  a  doctrine 
which  the  Council  did  not  approve  of  ^  for  other- 
wife  why  fhould  the  Fathers  have  rejed:ed  this 
article,  rather  than  any  of  the  others  which  were 
in  the  Creed  offered  to  them  by  Eufebius  ? 
From  this  circumftance  the  reader  will  draw  his 
conclulion,  that  at  the  Council  of  Nice  the  doc- 
trine of  an  Eternal  Filiation  was  no  ellential  ar- 
ticle of  the  Chriftian  faith  ;  and  if  it  was  not,  no 
lapfe  of  years,  without  a  new  and  fpecial  revela- 
tion, could  eflabliih  it  to  be  fo  in  after- times. 

Laftly,  The  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation 
is  in  dired:  contradldion  to  the  dodrine  of  our 
Lord's  true  and  proper  Divinity ;  which,  if  it 
appeared  from  nothing  elfe,  would  be  manifefl 
enough  from  the  Arians  having  made  it  a  con- 
flant  article  in  all  their  Creeds  from  their  very 
firft   beginning.     And  indeed  the  dodrine  was 
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the  foundation,  the  origin,  the  caufe  of  Anus's 
error ;  and  if  human  invention  had  never  pro- 
duced fuch  a  docftrine,  Arianifm  probably  never 
would  have  been  heard  of,  nor  thofe  other  here- 
fies  vi^hich  have  arifen  out  of  it.  I  fay,  if  human 
invention  had  not  produced  it;  for,  by  all  that  I 
am  able  to  difcover,  it  is  no  do(5lrine  of  Scripture, 
either  direft  or  by  inference.  Diredt  it  certainly 
is  not,  and  by  inference  it  is  not,  without  firft 
prefuppofing  the  do6lrine ;  for  until  the  doctrine 
is  prefuppofed,  I  know  not  one  fingle  paflage 
from  whence  it  can  be  inferred.  When  we  infer 
the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity,  if  it  is  not  diredtly 
taught,  we  are  juflilied  in  our  inference  ;  nor 
can  be  charged  with  prefuppofing  the  doctrine 
firfl,  and  then  inferring  it  afterv/ards.  For  the 
Scripture  directly  teaches  us  that  the  Father  is 
Oeog,  that  the  Son  is  Qsog,  and  that  the  Holy 
Ghoft  is  ©sog,  and  yet  that  there  is  only  one 
id&og;  therefore  the  inference  arifes  neceffarily 
out'of  thefe  Scripture  premifes,  that  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  FIolv  Ghoft,  are  one  God.  But 
where  in  Scripture  are  we  to  look  for  the  pre- 
mifes from  whence  to  infer  that  a  Son  was  eter- 
nally generated  in  the  Divine  nature  ?  If  any 
fuch  Scripture  there  is,  it  doubtlefs  may  be  pro- 
duced ;  and  it  would  be  decifive.  But  until  it 
is  produced,  we  alTaredly  may  be  forgiven  if  wc 
affirm  the  doctrine  of  the  Eternal  Filiation  to  be 
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a  dodrine  of  human  invention  only,  and  that  it 
never  was  entitled  to  that  reception  which  it  has 
met  with  in  the  Chriftian  world,  as  beino-  defli- 
tute  of  that  fupport  by  which  alone  docflrines 
are  jullified  to  be  Chriftian  dodrines,. 


Since  the  foregoing  pages  were  written,  I 
have  been  honoured  with  the  Sermon  of  the 
learned  and  very  refpedable  Lord  Bifhop  of 
Cheftcr,  upon  the  fubjecl  of  the  Eternal  Gene- 
ration ;  and  if  it  (hould  not  have  wrought  any 
change  of  fentiment  in  me,  I  flatter  myfelf  it 
will  be  afcribed,  neither  to  perverfenefs  on  my 
part,  nor  to  want  of  clearnefs  or  flrength  of  ar- 
gument on  his  Lordfhip's.  The  queflion,  I  ap- 
prehend, is  a  queflion  of  facSt,  and  to  be  decided 
by  the  evidence  of  fa6t.  Where  in  the  Scrip- 
tures, either  of  the  Old  or  New  Te (lament,  is  it 
declared  that  Jefus  Chrift  was  generated,  con- 
ceived, and  born  the  Son  of  God,  prior  to  his 
conception  and  birth  of  the  Bleiied  Virgin-? 
That  he  was  conceived  and  born  of  the  Virgin 
Mary  the  Son  of  God,  is  a  fa<ft,  ftatcd  and  evi- 
denced by  St.  Luke ;  but  no  fd&.  of  a  prior  ge- 
neration is  any  where  flated  or  evidenced,  at  leafl 
that  I  am  acquainted  with,  Surmife  and  infer- 
ence 
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ence  indeed  have  been  plentifully  reforted  to 
upon  the  occafion  :  but  I  fhould  apprehend  in- 
ference will  not  be  admitted  to  decide  in  a 
queftion  of  fa6t,  at  leaft  where  the  premifes  from 
whence  it  is  derived  are  not  fadt. 

The  learned  Prelate  is  of  opinion,  p.  lo,  that 
when  our  Lord  is  mentioned  in  the  New  Tef- 
tament  as  the  Son  of  God,  there  is  almoft  al- 
ways implied  in  it  his  filial  relation  to  the  Fa- 
ther, antecedent  to  his  incarnation.  This,  his 
Lordfhip  fuppofes,  is  implied  in  the  expreffion 
of  St.  Paul,  '*  He  that  fpared  not  his  own  Son, 
fhall  he  not  with  him  alfo  freely  give  us  all 
things  ?"  But  I  own  I  cannot  fee  how  any  thing 
of  this  kind  is  implied  in  it.  He  that  was  born 
of  the  Virgin  was  the  Son  of  God,  and  therefore 
was,  as  St.  Paul's  language  is,  "  God's  own 
Son,"  without  any  reference  to  any  prior  period. 
Will  it  be  faid  by  any  one,  that  a  Divine  Filia- 
tion muft  be  by  neceflity  antecedent  to  all  time; 
that  a  Son  of  God  could  not  be,  except  he  was 
generated  from  all  eternity  in  the  Divine  nature  ? 
No  one,  I  think,  will  hazard  fo  daring  an  afler- 
tion.  But  then  of  courfe  it  follows,  that  when 
our  Lord  is  mentioned  as  the  Son  of  God,  there 
will  be  no  neceffity  for  fuppofing  it  to  imply  his 
fili-ii  relation  to  the  Father  antecedent  to  the  in- 
carnation i  fince  it  may  as  truly  and  as  certainly 
imply  his  filial  relation  to  the  Divinity,  in  his 
Divine  conception  and  birth,  at  his  incarnation, 
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as  at  any  antecedent  period :  and  St.  Luke  and 
the  Gofpels  juflify  us  in  this;  but  the  other 
hath  nothing  to  fupport  it  but  mere  conjedure 
and  furmife.  That  the  terms  Father  and  Son, 
as  applied  by  our  Lord,  conveyed  to  the  Jews  the 
idea  of  a  natural  and  effential  relation,  is  freely 
granted.  And  was  there  not  a  natural  and  effen- 
tial  relation,  when  Jefus  was  born  the  Son  of 
God  of  the  Virgin  Mary  ?  And  was  not  God 
then  his  Father  ? 

The  various  paffages  which  the  learned  Pre- 
late cites  from  the  New  Teftament,  do  all  of 
them,  as  he  very  juflly  obferves,  in  their  iirft 
and  obvious  import,  convey  the  idea  of  a  natu- 
ral and  eflential  relation ;  but  1  do  not  fee  what 
confequence  follows  from  hence,  fince  I  think  it 
will  fcarcely  be  faid,  that  there  was  no  natural 
and  efiential  relation  to  the  Divinity,  when  our 
Lord  was  born  the  Son  of  God  at  his  incarna- 
tion. But  if  there  was  in  that  a  neceffary  and 
eilential  relation,  then  thefe  pafTages  are  urged 
without  effedl,  in  proof  of  the  do<5lrine  of  an 
Eternal  Generation.  Was  there,  or  was  there 
noti  a  filiation,  at  the  birth  of  our  Lord  of  the 
Virgin  ?  Was  that,  or  was  it  not,  a  Divine  fili- 
ation, a  birth  of  God's  own  Son  ?  If  it  was,  as  I 
apprehend  the  anfwer  will  he,  what  farther  have 
we  to  feek  ?  Then  all  thofe  pafiages,  which  the 
learned  Prelate  refers  back  to  an  antecedent  ge- 
neration, will  apply  here,  and  he  will  be  the  only 
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Son,  the  beloved  Son,  the  only  begotten  Son, 
&c.  as  pofitively  and  certainly  as  he  could  be 
conceived  to  be  by  an  antecedent  generation  in 
the  Divine  natiire. 

But  his  Lordfliip's  opinion  is,  that  many  of 
the  texts  denote  him  to  have  had  a  filial  exift- 
ence  prior  to  his  filiation  in  the  womb  of  the 
Virgin.  Here  I  wifli  that  there  may  not  be 
fome  miflake,  and,  as  is  neither  impoffible  nor 
improbable,  that  the  exiflence  and  the  filial  ex- 
iftence  are  not  confounded  together.  That  our 
Lord  had  a  Divine  pre-exiftence  prior  to  his  in- 
carnation, is  moll:  truly  and  infallibly  the  doc- 
trine of  Scripture  j  and  that  this  pre-exiftence 
might  be,  and  certainly  is,  referred  to  by  our 
Lord  himfelf,  as  well  as  by  the  writers  of  the 
New  Teftament,  I  think  will  not  be  denied. 
But  why  muft  this  be  a  filial  pre-exiftence  ? 
His  Lordfhip  refers  the  reader  to  the  17th  chap- 
ter of  St.  John's  Gofpel ;  and  thither  alfo  would 
I  refer  the  reader.  There  he  will  fee  the  adtual 
Son  of  God  addrefiing  his  Father,  in  terms 
adapted  and  proper  to  his  ftate  of  filiation,  and 
expreflive  of  the  exiftence  which  he  had  with 
the  Father  before  the  world  was,  Tra/scs  rw  Ylxr^i : 
but  I  cannot  fee  any  thing  expreffive  of  a  pre- 
exiftent  filiation.  Our  Lord  there  fays,  Ao^octrov 
ue  (TV  Ulareo  Tfocpa.  cnocvTu  rri  oo^v  j  e'%01/  tt^o  th  rov 
}co<r[A,ov  etvcci  ttcc^oc  (toi.  To  exprefs  a  pre-exiftent 
filiation,  I  apprehend  the  words  fliould  have  been 
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\ftoc^oL  (j'd :  but  as  they  are,  they  certainly  do  not 
exprels  a  derived,  but  a  joint  participation  in 
one  and  the  fame  exiftence. 

The  learned  Prelate  appears  to  lay  much  flrefs 
upon  the  words,  *'  Thou  lovedft  me  before  the 
world  wasj"  as  if  flrongly  fpecifyinga  filial  re- 
lation antecedent  to  the  incarnation.  But  it 
may  very  well  be  queftioned  whether  this  repre- 
fentation  is  quite  accurate.  Since  hov/ever  it 
may,  and  certainly  does,  fpecify  an  antecedent 
exiftence,  it  does  not  fpecify  that  exiftence  to 
have  been  a  filial  ftate.  There  feems  to  be 
fomething  of  a  fallacy  in  this  matter,  and  to 
conlift  in  the- interpretation  put  upon  the  per- 
fonal  word  me.  Thou  lovedft  me.  That  our 
Lord  v/as  in  a  ftate  of  filiation  when  he  fpake 
thefe  words,  is  very  certain.  But  it  does  not  at 
all  appear  from  them  that  he  was  antecedently  in 
fuch  a  ftate  j  for  if  that  was  proved  by  the 
words,  a  great  deal  more  would  be  proved  by 
them  :  lince  as  the  fpeaker  is  the  Beav^pcoTrog,  if 
the  words,  **  Thou  lovedft  me  before  the  world 
was,"  refer  back  to  an  antecedent  ftate  of  filia- 
tion, they  will  refer  back  to  an  antecedent 
Theanthropic  ftate,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  ufe 
fuch  an  expreftion ;  and  then  you  will  prove  not 
only  that  our  Lord  was  a  Son  before  the  incar- 
nation, but  likewife  that  he  was  God  and  man 
before  the  world  was  ;  a  wildnefs  of  opinion  in 
which  I  think  no  man  will  venture  to  hazard 
G  2  himfelf. 
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lumfelf.  Therefore  they  refer  only  to  that  Di- 
vine ftate  of  exigence  in  which  he  was  Traocc  rca 
Uarpi  before  the  world  was ;  and  of  courfc  they 
have  no  refereiice  to  an  antecedent  ftate  of  fiua- 
tlon. 

The  objeifllons  which  his  Lordfhip  derives 
horn  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  I  beheve,  are 
all  obviated  in  the  preceding  pages;  as  is  alfo 
what  he  urges  with  regard  to  the  Logos :  but 
p.  19,  there  is  an  argument  ufed,  which,  I  own, 
has  furprifed  me.  I  very  much  fear  the  argu- 
ment is  entirely  inverted. 

St,  John  fays,  by  the  Logos  all  things  were 
made;  that  he  became  flefh,  and  the  glory,  as 
of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Father.  Antecedent 
therefore  to  his  becoming  fiefh,  I  apprehend  he 
was  not  '*  the  only- begotten  of  the  Father," 
but  the  Logos. 

When  the  Logos  became  the  only-begotten  of 
the  Father,  then  the  facred  writers  fpeak  of  him 
under  that  and  other  fimilar  terms,  and  afcribe 
to  him  under  thofe  terms  what  is  proper  to  him 
as  the' Logos.  Hence  St.  Paul,  fpeaking  of  him 
as  the  Firft-born,  afcribes  the  a6t  of  creation  to 
him ;  which  he  does  not  in  refped:  of  his  being 
the  Firft-born,  but  in  refpecl  of  the  Logos,  who 
became  the  Firft-born  ;  and  therefore  what  St. 
Paul  fays,  is  a  confirmation  of  what  St.  John 
fays,  that  it  was  the  Logos  who  became  the  only- 
begotten,  and  of  courfe  the  firft-born.     Let  me 
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not  be  thought  to  fuggeft  any  thing  in  the 
fmalleft  degree  difrefpedful  to  the  very  worthy 
and  learned  Prelate.  But  furely  I  fliould  prac- 
tife  a  fallacy  upon  myfelf,  if  I  was  to  argue  from 
St.  Paul's  words,  that  therefore  the  firft-born,  as 
fuch,  was  contemporary  with  the  Word  and 
with  God. 

The  argument,  as  ilated  p.  i3,  19,  is,  **  St. 
Paul,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Coloffians,  fiys,  *  All 
things  were  created  by  him,  the  Firil-born.'  St. 
John  fays,  *  All  things  were  made  by  him,  the 
Word,  or  Logos.'  The  Firu-born,  therefore, 
and  the  Word,  were  the  fame  one  exifcence  be- 
fore the  foundation  of  the  world."  Let  me  afk 
here,  was  the  Word,  or  Logos,  the  exigence  of 
the  Divine  and  human  nature  united  ?  But  it 
will  be  allowed,  the  Firfl-born  was ;  for  Jefus 
Chrift,  who  was  the  Firfl-born,  was  the  Divine 
and  human  nature  united  j  therefore  in  this  re- 
fped:  moft  certainly  the  Firfl-born  and  the  Word 
were  not  the  fame  one  exiftence  before  the  world 
was.  For  the  Logos  then  was  unconnedied  with 
the  human  nature,  was  'only  Qsog  and  irpog  rov 
Geou ;  but  the  Firfl-born,  or  Jefus  Chrifl,  is  the 
Logos,  connected,  united  with  man's  nature.  In 
rcfped  of  the  Logos,  the  Word  indeed,  and  the 
Firfl-born,  may  be  faid  to  be  the  fame  exillence; 
but  in  refpecfl  of  the  Firfl-born,  they  may  not ; 
for  if  they  might,  then  the  phrafes  Firfc-born, 
Word,  and  only- begotten  Word,  would  be  flridly 
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juft  and  proper,  which  the  learned  Prelate  him- 
felf,  p.  14,  acknowledges  they  are  not;  at  lead 
he  acknowledges  as  much  of  the  phrafe  only- 
begotten  Wordy  and  of  courfe  muft  be  fuppofed 
to  acknowledge  the  fame  of  the  other  phrafe, 
jirji-born  Word, 

It  is  impoffible  not  to  refpedt  and  honour  the 
learned  Prelate,  for  his  attachment  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Catholic  Church,  which  he  ex- 
prefles  in  what  he  fays  upon  the  fubjed:  of  the 
Nicene  Creed,  Upon  that  fubjed:  there  need  not 
be  any  dlfpute.  The  interpretation  of  the  Creed 
muft  and  will  reft  with  every  man  as  he  is  per- 
fuaded  in  his  own  mind  that  the  docftrine  of  an 
Eternal  Filiation  is,  or  is  not,  a  dodrine  of  Scrip- 
ture. 

However,  with  regard  to  what  his  Lordftiip 
fays  concerning  the  dodrine  of  the  Eternal  Ge- 
neration being  in  the  Creed,  even  without  the 
article  *'  begotten  of  the  Father  before  all 
worlds,"  I  muft  beg  leave  to  think  differently. 
The  Creed  indeed  fays  of  our  Lord,  that  he  was 
*'  the  Son  of  God  born,  the  only-begotten  of 
the  Father."  But  what  hath  this  to  do  with 
the  dodrine  *'  begotten  of  the  Father  before  all 
worlds  ?"  Born  of  the  Virgin,  he  was  all  that 
the  Creed  expreffes.  He  was  God  of  God, 
Light  of  Light,  very  God  of  very  God,  begotten, 
not  made,  confubftantial  with  the  Father,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made.     Now  that  thefe 
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terms  are  expreffive  of  our  Lord's  Divine  na- 
ture, is  not  queftioned  ;  but  they  certainly  do 
not,  by  any  neceffity  of  interpretation,  aflert  his 
Fih'ation  in  the  Divine  nature,  which  as  cer- 
tainly the  learned  Prelate's  argument  requires 
that  they  fhould. 

When  it  is  faid,  "  that  from  this  Creed  alone, 
without  the  claufe  in  queflion,  we  may  fafely 
prefume  that  the  do(firine  of  Chrift's  Eternal 
Generation  was  an  article  in  the  faith  of  the 
earlieft  Churches,"  I  fear  this  prefumption  v/ili 
not  be  found  to  be  juftified  by  the  fad:.  The 
fa(5l  is  altogether  contrary,  as  I  think  the  reader 
will  find  evidenced  in  the  preceding  pages.  To 
which  I  now  add,  that  Irenaeus,  lib.  iii.  c.  4. 
particularly  fpeaking  of  the  faith  of  the  moft  an- 
cient Churches,  fpecifies  in  the  following  terms: 
In  unum  Deum  credentes,  fabricatorem  cceli  et 
terra,  et  omnium  quce  in  eis  fiint,  per  Chrijlum 
yejum  Dei  Filium.  ^i  propter  eminentijfimani 
erga  Jigmentum  fuam  dile^ionem  earn  qiice  effet  ex 
Virgine  generatio?iem  fujii?juit  ipje  per  fe,  hominem 
aduna?ts  Deo,  et  pajfus  Jub  Pontio  Filato,  &c.  He 
muft  have  a  much  keener  light  than  I  havej  who 
can  difcover  in  this  Creed  any  traces  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Chrift's  Eternal  Generation  ;  and  yet 
Irenaeus  tells  us  that  this  was  the  faith  handed 
down  from  the  Apoftles  themfelves.  He  calls 
it  Veterem  Apojiolorum  traditionem. 
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When  his  Lordfliip,  from  a  prefumptlon  that 
he  has  proved  the  Eternal  Generation  to  be  the 
do61:rine  of  Scripture,  urges  the  following  con- 
clufion ;  "  That  as  the  relation  of  Son  in  the 
Godhead  implies  of  neceffity  derivation  and  fub- 
ordination,  that  deprivation  and  fubordination 
mull:  be  coniiPcent  wdth  what  the  Scriptures  elfe- 
where  alTert  of  the  real  and  true  divinity  of  the 
Son,"  I  fear  he  forgets  that  this  is  nothing  but 
the  Arian  conclufion  inverted.  His  Lordlhip 
fays,  the  derivation  and  fubordination  of  a  Son 
muft  be  interpreted  confidently  with  our  Lord's 
real  and  true  divinity  ;  and  the  Arian  fays,  that 
our  Lord's  divinity  muft  be  interpreted  fo  as  to 
ccnfift  with  his  being  derived  and  fubordinate ; 
aiid  hence  argues  for  a  derived  and  fubordinate 
divinity. 

The  concluding  paragraph  in  his  Lordfhip's 
Sermon  I  entirely  fubfcribe  to:  for  moft  affur- 
cdiy  the  evil  confequences  which  are  therein 
fpccified  can  only  be  avoided  by  a  ftri6t  regard 
and  patient  adherence  to  what  is  written. 
Upon  what  is  written  I  reft  myfclf  altogether 
for  the  opinion  which  I  have  adopted ;  and  if 
what  is  written  will  not  fupport  me  in  it,  I  have 
nothing  elfe  to  offer  in  its  favour.  I  have  no 
objedtion  to  the  dodtrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation, 
tiom  the  difficulty  of  conceiving  any  idea  of  it : 
for  the  dodrine^- whether  true  or  falfe,  will  not 

depend 
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depend  upon  the  conceived  idea  of  it.  It  de- 
pends with  us  upon  whether  it  is  a  written  re- 
velation fron^  God  or  not.  If  it  is,  whatever 
may  be  the  ilate  of  our  ideas  upon  the  occa- 
lion,  it  is  and  mud  be  true.  Now  in  the  facred 
Scriptures  i  no  where  fee  any  thing  written,  ex- 
cept prophetically,  concerning  a  proper  Son  of 
God,  until  the  birth  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift.  I 
no  where  read  that  the  Deity  was  a  Father  of  a 
Son  generated  in  his  own  nature.  As  far  there- 
fore as  this  negative  argument  extends,  I  have 
no  authority  for  athrming  that  the  dodirine  of 
an  Eternal  Filiation  is  a  true  dotflrine;  for  it 
does  not  appear  to  be  written  revelation  from. 
God.  But  this  is  not  all ;  for  what  is  written 
manifeftly  appears  to  be  in  oppoiition  to  any 
fuch  dodrine.  \t  is  written  by  bt.  John,  that 
the  glory  of  the  Logos,  when  he  became  flefh, 
was  the  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Fa- 
ther :  but  if  the  Eternal  Filiation  is  a  true  doc- 
trine, then  the  glory  could  not  have  been  the  glory 
of  the  only 'begotten  of  the  Father,  fince  there  mufl; 
have  been  a  begotten  of  the  Father  before  this  : 
confequently  the  glory  of  the  Logos,  when  he  be- 
came fiefh,  was  not  the  glory  as  of  the  only-be^ 
gotten  of  the  Father  ;  and  yet  the  written  reve- 
lation by  St.  John  is  exprefsly  that  it  was.  So 
pofitive  a  written  teftimony  as  this  requires  no- 
thing in  addition  to  jftrengthen  it ;  and,  if  it  can^ 
not  be  evaded,  as  I  think  it  cannot^  mufl  be  de- 
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cifive,  if  the  matter  is  to  be  decided  by  the  evi- 
dence of  written  revelation. 

With  regard  to  myfelf,  I  have  no  bias  to  in- 
cline me  either  to  the  one  lide  or  to  the  other  of 
this  great  queftion.  May  that  which  is  the 
truth  prevail,  and  may  my  thoughts  and  faith 
ever  be  fuch  only  as  the  Scriptures  of  truth 
willjuftify.  The  learned  Bifliop,  as  perhaps 
he  thought  that  what  I  advanced  might  prove 
prejudicial  to  the  interefts  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  hath  ad:ed  in  a  manner  worthy  hi&high 
Nation  and  charad:er,  by  oppofing  me,  and  by 
guarding  others  againfl  the  error  in  which  he 
fuppofes  me  to  be  involved  -,  and  he  hath  been 
pleafed  to  do  this  with  fo  much  mildnefs  and 
candour,  and  in  a  manner  fo  favourable  to  my 
charader,  that  as  it  refledis  honour  upon  him- 
felf,  fo  doth  it  demand  from  me  my  very  grate- 
ful acknowledgements. 

I  have  only  farther  to  add,  that  a  protracted 
controverfy  upon  this  fubject  ought  on  every  ac- 
count to  be  avoided.  The  bandying  of  argu- 
ments backwards  and  forwards  ferves  to  very 
little  other  purpofe  but  that  of  difplaying  the 
addrefs  and  abilities  of  the  refpcdtive  difputants. 
Let  the  matter,  therefore,  in  the  prefent  inftance, 
be  brought  to  as  fhort  an  iffue  as  poffible.  There 
is  decided  Scripture  proof  that  Jefus  Chrift  was 
born  of  the  Virgin  Mary  the  Son  of  God,  and 
therefore  that  God  v/as  his  Father. 

Have 
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Have  you  any  equally  decided  Scripture  proof 
that  he  was  generated  from  all  eternity  the  Son 
of  God  in  the  Divine  nature  ? 

There  is  pofitive  unequivocal  Scripture  proof 
that,  on  account  of  his  myfterious  conception 
and  birth  by  the  fupervention  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  and  the  overihadowing  power  of  the 
Higheft,  he  was  therefore  to  be  denominated  the 
Son  of  God. 

Have  you  any  pofitive  unequivocal  Scripture 
proof  that  he  was  to  be  denominated  the  Son  of 
God,  becaufe  he  was  generated  from  all  eternity 
in  the  Divine  nature,  begotten  of  the  Father  be- 
fore all  worlds  ? 

There  is  pofitive  Scripture  proof  that  the 
Logos,  who  exifted  ever  with  and  in  the  unity 
of  the  Godhead,  became  fiefh,  and  was  born  of 
the  Virgin  the  Son  of  God,  according  to  the 
doctrine  of  St.  John  and  St.  Luke. 

Have  you  any  as  pofitive  Scripture  proof  that 
he,  who  was  already  the  Son  of  God  from  all 
eternity,  became  fiefli,  and  was  borti  the  Son  of 
God  of  the  Virgin  ? 

Thefe  queftions,  honeftly  and  ingenuoufly  an- 
fwered  without  quibbles  or  evafions,  will  leave 
very  little  room  for  any  difpute  that  can  be  of  a 
long  continuance. 
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Here  I  thought  I  had  finifhed ;  but  while  the 
preceding  pages  were  in  the  prefs,  the  ingenious 
Mr.  Hodlbn's  pubhcation,  on  the  fubjed:  of  the 
Eternal  Filiation,  was  tranfmitted  to  me.  In  his 
Preface,  if  I  rightly  underfland  him,  he  tells  us 
that  the  work  was  compofed  as  a  college-exer- 
jcife  for  a  Fello.wfhip  of  Brazenofe.  It  doubt- 
lefs  muft  have  gained  him  great  credit  with  his 
Society  3  and  to  their  fuffrage  in  his  favour  I 
beg  leave  to  add  mine,  as  1  really  think  his  work 
replete  with  ingenuity  and  clevernefs.  If  it 
fliould  not  involve  in  it  the  downfall  of  Mr. 
Hawtrey's  hypothecs,  as  is  expected,  it  will  ne- 
verthelefs  be  no  difparagement  of  Mr.  Hodfon's 
powers  or  induftry.  He  flill  will  be  entitled  to 
all  the  honour  ariiing  from  having  ranfacked  the 
ancients,  and  of  having  applied  their  fentiments 
with  a  view  to  the  confutation  of  his  antagoniil ; 
v;hich,  if  the  queftion  had  been  what  he  appre- 
hends it  to  be,  would  moft  probably  have  fol- 
lowed. But  the  queftion  being  a  queftion  of 
fadt,  and  to  be  determined,  as  fuch  queflions 
ufually  are,  by  the  evidence  of  fa(5t ;  therefore 
Mr.  Hodfon's  ingenuity,  although  confefledly 
very  great,  it  is  to  be  feared,  mufl  prove  unfuc- 
cefsful.      The  queflion.r  is  not  whether  it  was 
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the  opinion  of  any  of  the  Dodors  of  the  Church* 
either  in  ancient  or  modern  times,  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Eternal  Generation  is  a  true  doc- 
trine, but  where  is  the  evidence  of  the  fad:  upon 
which  their  opinion  is  founded,  "  that  God  ge- 
nerated from  himfelf  a  Son  ab  ceterno,''     That 
the  Son  of  God  was  conceived  and  born  of  the 
Virgin,  is  a  fadt  evidenced  by  St.  Luke.     That 
the  TO  ocyiov^  mentioned  by  St.  Luke,  had  an  ex- 
iftence   prior  to  his  birth  of  the  Virgin,  is  evi- 
denced by  St.  John,  who  fpecifies  him   to  have 
been  the  Aoyo?,  and  he,  the  Evangehft  fays,  ex- 
ifted  from  all  eternity,  not  in  a  derived  itate  of 
exiftcnce,  as  that  ftate  muft  have  been,  if  gene- 
rated,  not  Trotoot  th  Gs&r,  but  tjv  iroog  rov  ©sop'.  And 
that  God  fent  forth  his  Son  not  generated  from 
himfelf  ab  (XternOf  but  \j\ov  aura  yivo^zvov  EK  FT- 
NAIKOS  ysvoiJiEvov  'TnO  NOMON,  is   evidenced 
by  St.  Paul,  Galat.  iv.  4.     Here  then  we  have 
evidence  of  the  fads  both  of  the   Filiation  and 
of  the  Pre-exiftence.     From  what  Evangelift, 
Apoftle,  or  infpired  V^riter,  are  we  to  derive  any 
evidence  of  the  fad  of  a  Son  eternally  generated 
in  the  Divine  nature  ?  Let  the  written  evidence 
be  produced,  and  all   controverfy  is  at  an  end. 
But  the  produdion  of  any  fuch  evidence  as  this 
makes  no  part  of  Mr.   Hodfon's   publication; 
and  fuch  evidence  being   that  only  with  which 
the    fuggeilion   in  my  Appeal  is   concerned,  it 
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cannot  be  expelled  that  I  {hould  enter  upon  a 
minute  difcuffion  of  Mr.  Hodfon's  arguments, 
which  do  not  apply  to  my  fubjed:. 

Mr.  Hodfon  will,  perhaps,  be  furprifed  at 
my  faying  this  :  however  I  hope  he  will  foon 
perceive  that  I  do  not  fay  it  without  very  fub- 
llantial  reafon  :  for  throughout  the  whole  of  his 
performance  there  prevails  one  general  miflake, 
arifing  from  his  not  properly  feparating  his  ideas; 
and,  as  I  do  not  imagine  he  is  fenfible  of  this 
himfelf,  if  he  will  give  me  leave,  I  will  point 
out  to  him  wherein  his  miflake  lies.  It  lies,  as 
I  have  faid,  in  not  feparating  his  ideas,  and  in 
confounding  and  jumbling  together  title  and 
chara6ter  with  nature  and  exidence.  The  iden- 
tity of  the  Son's  Divine  exifhence  and  nature, 
with  the  exiilence  and  Divine  nature  of  the 
Word,  Mr.  Hawtrey  acknowledges  in  the  moft 
unreferved  manner ;  becaufe  the  Scripture  de- 
clares, that  as  all  things  were  made  by  the 
Word,  fo  alio  that  all  things  were  made  by  the 
Son.  The  former  is  the  dodlrine  of  St.  John  ; 
the  latter  of  St.  Paul.  *'  Either  therefore,"  to 
ufe  Mr.  Hodfon's  own  words,  p.  15,"  one  of 
them  is  wrong — or,  if  they  are  both  right,  the 
Word  and  the  Son  mean  one  and  the  fame  pre- 
exifting  power."  So  alfo,  p.  16,  he  fays,  "  we 
are  reduced  to  the  dilemma  either  of  branding 
the  Evangelill  or  the  Apoftle  with  the  guilt  of 
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fallehood,  or  of  acknovy'ledging  the  eternal  iden- 
tity of  the  Word  and  Son."  To  the  latter  al- 
ternative Mr.  Hawtrey  moft  readily  and  ^at  animo 
lubfcribes  j  for  the  Divine  exiilence  of  the 
Word  and  the  Son  is  mofl  certainly  one  and  the 
fame.  But  this  is  nat  fufficient  for  Mr.  Hod- 
fon,  vv^ho  thinks  that  thcfe,  and  fnnilar  paffages, 
not  only  prove  that  the  Divine  Being  of  the  Son 
is  the  fame  w^ith  the  Divine  Being  of  the  Word, 
but  contends  that  they  prove  the  eternity  of  the 
Son's  Filiation.  For  as  St.  Paul  gives  the  title 
of  Son  to  our  Lord  in  the  ad:  of  creation,  there- 
fore the  Filiation  was  prior  to  the  Incarnation  ; 
and  as  the  a(^  of  creation  was  ab  aterfio,  fo  2M0 
was  the  Filiation.  This  is  the  burthen  and  fub- 
ftance  of  Mr.  Hodfon's  argument  and  book. 

Here  then,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  unravel 
the  fallacy  concealed  under  this  argument,  I 
would  recommend  it  to  him  to  confider  that  the 
adtion  is  performed  by  the  perfon,  and  not  by 
the  title  or  character  ;  and  that  when  an  adion 
is  faid  to  be  performed  by  a  perfon,  diftinguifh- 
ing  him  by  any  particular  title  or  charader,  it  is 
no  proof  that  he  had  that  title  or  charader  when 
he  performed  the  adtion.  He  might  or  he  might 
not  have  had  it,  as  the  cafe  may  be.  For  when 
we  fpeak  of  and  defcribe  a  perfon,  we  always 
defcribe  him  under  the  charader  which  he  has, 
and  not  under  that  which  he  has  laid  afide,  and 
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has  not ;  and  under  that  character,  becaufe  it  is 
the  charad:er  which  he  has,  we  afcribe  to  him 
that  adtion  which  he  performed  when  he  had 
not  that  character.  To  exempHfy  this ;  the 
Word,  by  whom  all  things  were  created,  con- 
defcended  to  become  incarnate,  to  be  born  as 
human  beings  are  born  ;  and  he  became  the  Son 
of  God.  Here  then  was  a  character  in  terms 
indifpiitably  different  from  that  of  the  Word ; 
but  as  the  perfonality,  the  being  of  the  Word 
was  not  deflroyed  by  this  aflumption  of  a  dif- 
ferent character,  therefore  the  ad:  of  creation  is 
ftill  given  to  him  under  the  characfler  of  Son,  al- 
though it  was  performed  by  him  as  the  Word. 
And  this  is  x\ofiibterfugey  as  Mr.  Hodfon  would 
fuggefl:  (p  1 8.)  ;  is  not  defcribing  our  Lord  as 
a(5ling  in  the  charad:er  of  uto^-,  at  a  period  before 
he  had  affumed  that  charader.  But  therefore 
the  Word  is  faid,  under  the  title  and  charadler 
of  Son,  to  have  made  the  worlds  5  becaufe  at  the 
time  when  it  was  faid  of  him,  he  had  that  title' 
and  charadler.  Let  this  be  exemplified  by  fa- 
miliar inflances.  Becaufe  Dr.  Lowth  became  a 
BiQiop,  we  therefore  fay  that  Bijhop  Lowth 
wrote  the  Poetical  Preledtions.  For  a  fimilar 
reafon  we  fay  Bijhop  Warburton  wrote  the  Di- 
vine Legation ;  and  yet  neither  of  them  had  the 
character  of  Biihop  when  the  works  were  written. 
In   like  manner  Dr.  Blackftone,  when  he  was 
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Vinerian    ProfefTor,    wrote   his    Commentaries. 
He  then   had  neither    the    title    nor   characfter 
which  he  had  afterwards  j  and  yet,  when  we  fay 
Sir  WilHam  Blackftone  was  the  author  of  the 
Commentaries,  or  Judge  Blackftone,  no  one  ever 
argues  frqm  thence,  that  the  author  of  the  Com- 
mentaries  muft  have  been  a  Baronet,  or  a  Judge, 
when  they  were  written  :  nor  was  the  language 
ever  thought  to  be  improper,  or  to  be  a  defcrib- 
ing  the  Vinerian  ProfefTor  as   ading  under  the 
title  or  charadler  of  Baronet  or  Judge  before  he 
had  either.     If  a  perfon  has  a  new  title  or  cha- 
radler,  you  muft  fpeak  of  him  under  that  title  or 
character,  otherwife  it  will  be  thought  you  are 
not  fpeaking  of  him,  but  of  fome  one  tX^Q-,  and 
whatever  anions  he  may  have  performed,  you 
naturally  afcribe  them  to  him  under  that  title 
or    charader,    becaufe    thereby  the    perfon  by 
whom  the  adion  was  performed  is  dillinguilhed. 
To  apply  this. 

The  Divine  exigence  of  the  Word,  and  the 
Divine  exigence  of  the  Son,  is  undoubtedly  one 
and  the  fame  exigence ;  as  is  futiiciently  proved 
by  the  Gofpel. 

The  title  and  charader  of  the  Son  as  undoubt- 
edly is  diiferent  from  the  title  or  character  of  the 
Word.  But  the  Divine  perfonal  exigence  of 
the  Word  and  of  the  Son  being  one  and  the 
fame,   therefore  any  and  every   adion   of  the 
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Word  will  be  truly  and  properly  afcribed  to  him 
under  his  title  of  Son  ;  which  will  be  no  more  a 
proof  of  a  Filiation  ab  ceternOy  than  it  is  a  proof 
that  Sir  William  Blackflone  was  a  Baronet  when 
he  wrote  the  Commentaries,  becanfe,  when 
fpeaking  of  him  under  that  title,  we  fay  Sir 
William  wrote  the  Commentaries.  I  know  not 
how  to  make  this  matter  plainer ;  and  if  the 
advocates  for  the  dodrine  of  an  Eternal  Filiation 
would  reafon  as  this  inftance  ihews  they  ought 
to  reafon,  they  would  then  perceive  plainly  that 
what  they  have  imagined  to  be  proof  is  abfo- 
lutely  no  proof  at  all,  and  that  the  dodlrine  of 
an  Eternal  Filiation  refts  entirely  on  the  arbi- 
trary furmife  of  the  affertor  of  it. 

Warm  with  the  glow  of  youth,  and  eager 
after  victory,  Mr,  Hodfon  fcruples  not  to  have 
recourfe  to  thofe  practices,  to  which  artful  com- 
batants are  accudomed  ;  who  themfelves  invent 
what  may  be  objected  to,  and  then  lay  it  to  the 
charge  of  their  adverfary. 

Mr.  Hawtrey  does  not  know  that  he  ever  im- 
puted to  thofe  who  maintain  the  Eternal  Gene- 
ration, as  the  Catholic  Chriftians  have  done  as 
well  as  the  Arians,  an  aife(5lion  for  Arianifm  ; 
and  he  is  perfecftly  confcious  that  he  never  in- 
tended any  fuch  thing  :  but  Mr.  Hodfon,  p.  68, 
charges  him  with  it;  retaliates  heterodoxy  on 
him,  and  then,  with  the  unguarded  illiberality 
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of  a  young  man,  Involves  him  in  the  herefy  of 
Servetus  and  Paul  of  Samofata. 

Again,  p.  'j^,  he  tells  his  reader  that  Mr. 
Hawtrey  has  an  afFediion  for  the  Arian  fubter- 
fuge,  and  refers  to  (dzm^^uivoq,  p-  1 3  :  but  what 
he  means  by  this  reference  I  am  unable  to  guefs; 
for  I  cannot  fee  any  thing  of  the  kind  there. 

Again,  p.  24,  he  fignifies  that  **  Mr.  Haw- 
trey's  conje(flure  will  fhew  that  herefy  hath  con- 
taminated the  Catholic  faith  for  feventeen  cen- 
turies." But  Mr.  Hawtrey  never  fuggefted  this, 
nor  any  thing  of  the  kind,  by  any  thing  that  he 
hath  written. 

But  a  mofl  dreadful  charge  ftill  remains  to  be 
mentioned,  in  p.  32*  There  Mr.  Hodfon  charges 
me  with  a  blafphemy,  which  makes  me  fh  udder, 
even  at  the  thought  of  it.  He  tells  his  reader, 
that  it  is  my  doctrine,  that  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, 
**  the  beloved  Son  of  God,  over  whom  we  are 
told  death  hath  no  more  dominion,  fhould  ceafe 
to  exift  at  a  time  when  the  graves  have  given 
up  their  dead,  and  that  he  himfelf  (hould  be 
doomed  to  annihilation,  at  the  very  moment 
when  thofe  whom  he  has  ranfomed  are  bid  to 
enter  into  the  joy  of  their  Lord."  All  this  mofl 
abhorred  blafphemy,  it  feems,  he  has  difcovered 
in  p.  3S  of  eeai/S-p^JTTos-,  where  Mr.  Hawtrey  fays, 
**  Then  {hall  the  difpenfation  of  the  0£av9-^w7ro? 
be  terminated,  and  the  union  of  the  'koyoq  with 
H  2  man's 
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man's  nature  ceafe ,"  words  which  lead  to  no- 
thing of  the  kind. 

Mr.  Hodfon  is  certainly  a  very  ingenious 
young  man,  and  may  be  faid  to  have  a  great  deal 
of  what  is  clever  about  him  ;  but,  neverthelefs, 
the  inexperience  of  youth  makes  him  fall  into 
fome  very  aukward  miftakes.  Here  he  makes 
ceaje  lignify  ceq/e  to  ex'iji,  which  it  by  no  necef- 
fity  ligniiies,  and  which  it  is  impoffible  it  can 
lignify  in  this  place  :  becaufe,  inconne6tion  with 
ceafe,  it  is  added,  «'  then  fliall  the  Sq?i  himfelfhz 
fubjed:."  Was  a  ftate  of  non-exiflence,  of  an- 
nihilation, to  become  fubjecfl  ?  This  would  be 
as  impoffible,  as  I  humbly  think  it  is  impoffible 
that  Mr.  Hodfon  fhould  not  have  feen  the  words 
**  then  fliall  the  Son  himfelf  be  fubjec^f."  But 
if  he  did  fee  them,  his  ideas  muft  have  been  un- 
commonly deranged,  when  he  charged  fuch  atro- 
cioully  wicked,  fuch  abominable  blafphemy  to 
the  account  of  Mr.  Hawtrey.  But  Imake  very 
large  allowances  for  his  youth  j  and,  notwith- 
flanding  thefe  miftakes,  I  am  perfuaded  that  he 
is  a  very  well-intentioned  young  man,  and  that, 
when  years  and  experience  fhall  have  mellowed 
his  judgment,  he  will  be  fairly  entitled  to  an  ho- 
nourable niche  in  the  temple  of  theological  con- 
trovcrfialifts. 

I  flrall  detain  the  reader  only  with  a  few  words 
more  relative  to  Mr.  Hodfon's  interpretation  of 

the 
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the  word  TrpuTotoKog ;  involved  in  which  he  ap- 
prehends he  perceives  the  downfall  of  Mr.  Haw- 
trey's  hypothecs. 

UpccroTozog  does  not  iignify  Iforn  before  -,  nor, 
by  any  rule  of  conftrucStion,  may  it  be  fo  inter- 
preted.   It  is  very  improperly  rendered  in  Latin 
primogenitus  3  fuch  not  being  the  fignification  of 
the  word. 

The  word  is  compounded  of  ir^uTog  and  roxog 
partus,  and  is  referred  not  to  the  child,  as  the  firft 
of  other  children,  for  there  may  be  a  TrpuroToxos 
without  others  fubfequent,  but  to  the  mother  of 
the  child.  Thus  it  fignifies.  Matt.  i.  25.  "  un- 
til fhe  had  brought  forth  her  fon,"  rou  tt^utoto- 
xov,  her  firft  birth,  or,  as  we  fhould  fay,  her  firfl 
child  i  firft  with  refped;  to  her,  in  that  £he  never 
had  brought  forth  any  before.  Such  alfo  is  its 
iagniiication,  Luke  ii.  6.  Kut  ereKs  rov  vlov  avTTjg 
rov  TTpuTOTOKov,  Having  thus  obtained  the  cer- 
tain fignification  of  the  word  in  its  firfl:  ufe  and 
application,  we  may  the  more  eafily  afcertain  its 
fignification  when  ufed  upon  other  occafions. 
Thus  in  TrouTOToacg  Tzotcri/jg  tcnceug,  the  fignifica- 
tion will  be  either  **  the  firft  birth  that  ever  the 
whole  creation  brought  forth,"  whereby  ttcco-cc 
xTicng  will  be  made  the  parent,  and  which  I  fup- 
pofe  no  one  will  contend  for;  or  elfe  it  mufl  fig- 
nify  *«  a  birth  fuperior,  pre-eminent  above  the 
whole  creation."      Could  there  be  any  doubt 

with 
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with  refped  to  this  interpretation  of  the  paf- 
fage,  it  would  be  effedlually  removed  by  taking  the 
whole  of  the  pafTage  in  connection  together,  from 
the  15th  verCe  (CololT,  i.)  to  the  end  of  the  i8th: 
for  thereby  it  appears,  that  what  the  Apoftle 
is  eflablifhing  is  not  the  priority  of  our  Lord's 
birth,  but  his  fuperior  excellence  and  pre-emi- 
nence above  all  things ;  for  in  the  clofe  of  it  he 
fays,  Iva.  y^vTjTOLi  £v  7rx(riv  tt^mtsvcov  ;  therefore  all 
the  preceding  part  was  relative  to  his  pre-emi- 
nence. He  was  the  Eikuv  ©ea  m  aopxTn,  there- 
fore r/rpuTBUuv  ;  he  was  TrpuroTozog  7roc(r7;g  KTtasug, 
therefore  TrpCoTEvcov ;  he  was  Creator  of  all  things, 
of  every  defcription,  therefore  'tt^utbvuv  ;  he  was 
before  all  things  ;  lie  was  the  Head  of  the 
Church  ;  and  finally,  that  in  all  things  he  might 
have  the  pre-eminence,  he  was  apxii  Tr^coroTOKog 
Bz  reov  vsKpuiv,  More  than  this  I  think  I  need 
not  urge;  and  when  Mr.  Hodfon  hath  well 
weighed  and  confidered  this  matter,  I  (hould 
imagine  he  will  become  lefs  fanguine  upon  the 
fubjedt,  than  he  appears  to  be  from  his  prefent 
publication. 

FINIS. 
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